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ABSTRACT
An Empirical Investigation of Appropriate
Criteria for Assessing the Organizational
Effectiveness of Secondary Schools in Guyana
(February 1983)
Patrick A. Taharally, B.A., Dip.Ed., University of Guyana
M.Ed., Ed.D., University of Massachusetts, Amherst
Directed by:

Thomas E. Hutchinson

The purpose of this study was to empirically derive a set of
criteria for assessing the organizational effectiveness of secondary
schools in Guyana.

Since the concept of the dominant coalition was

considered to be important to the study of organizational
effectiveness, an attempt was made to delineate and validate the
existence of this concept as a social entity in organizational life.
Secondary school principals were used as a basis for
identifying members of the dominant coalition.

Interviews were

conducted with principals of 54 secondary schools.

In order to

validate principals’ perceptions of the identity of the persons
comprising the dominant coalition, similar interviews were also
conducted with deputy principals in the same schools.

An average

identity proportion of 85.2% for the 54 schools was calculated on the
basis of the responses of principals and deputy principals.

This

statistic indicated that the identity of the persons comprising the
dominant coalition of secondary schools seemed to be valid.

vii

In depth interviews were conducted with a representative
sample of coalition members to derive a list of effectiveness
criteria for assessing the organizational effectiveness of secondary
schools in Guyana.

Various measures of reliability and validity

indicated that a list of 81 criteria was quite stable and valid.
Questionnaire data from 403 respondents were factor analyzed.
The most interpretable factor structure yielded four dimensions of
organizational effectiveness of secondary schools in Guyana.

These

dimensions were labelled "management," "internal environment,"
"school-environment relations," and "organizational adaptability."
These dimensions of effectiveness did not appear to be unique to
school organizations but were judged to be important for assessing
organizational effectiveness of secondary schools in Guyana in
light of the prevailing poor economic conditions in that country.
T-tests were also conducted in order to test the assumption of
agreement implied in the notion of the dominant coalition.

While

general agreement was observed among members of the dominant
coalition, statistically significant differences were found to exist
among some categories of coalition members.

This result was attri¬

buted to factors which may have effected the validity of the
study.
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CHAPTER

I

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY OF ORGANIZATIONAL
EFFECTIVENESS OF SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN GUYANA

1.1

Background
One of the characteristic features of modern society is the

ever-increasing role of organizations in human affairs.

The

importance and pervasiveness of this phenomenon is embodied in the
following statement by Etzioni (1964).
We are born in organizations, educated in organi¬
zations, and most of us spend much of our time
working in organizations.
We spend much of our
leisure time paying, playing, and praying in
organizations. Most of us will die in an organi¬
zation, and when the time comes for burial, the
largest organization of all-the state-must grant
official permission,
(p. 1)
Organizations are important but complex organisms.

A crucial

aspect of the study of organizations has been to determine their
effectiveness.

There are several reasons for this.

One reason

is that organizational effectiveness influences organizational
policy.

Policy is defined as, "a course of action selected from a

number of alternatives and in light of given conditions to guide
and determine present and future actions"

(Webster, 1980).

This

definition implies that policy is the study of factors that
influence organizational effectiveness.

From this perspective,

the study of organizational effectiveness is of extreme importance
to policy makers.
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One advantage of the study of organizational effectiveness
for administrators is its potential for the improvement of
organizational efficiency.

If the factors that define and

determine the effectiveness of particular organizations can be
established, then administrators may be able to improve the
cost-effectiveness of such organizations by providing better
management through improved organizational structures and
technologies.
There are also theoretical advantages to be derived from the
study of organizational effectiveness.

The aim of organizational

research is to improve the predictability of organizational
behavior.

Constant assessment of the effects of environmental,

structural and technological changes and innovations enable
organizational theorists to better understand and explain the
complexity and uncertainty of organizational behavior.
However, the concept of organizational effectiveness is one
of the most controversial and problematic constructs in
organization theory.

The current state of the literature on the

subject suggests, ironically, that the more the concept is
studied, the less we seem to know about it.

There is little

agreement on its definition and how it should be measured and
there are probably as many criteria of effectiveness as there are
researchers of the construct.

The problem of assessing

organizational effectiveness becomes even more acute when the
organization to be studied is characterized by ambiguity and is
loosely coupled.

Such is the case with educational organizations.

3
1.2

Statement of the Problem
Although there has been much research on organizational

effectiveness, serious limitations surround the use of the
concept.

One such limitation is that there is no definitive

theory of organizational effectiveness.

As a result, there is

very little agreement among researchers on the meaning of the
concept and how it should be measured.
Various approaches to organizational effectiveness reflect
different theoretical positions of researchers on the nature of
organizations.

For example, the goal attainment approach is based

on the notion that organizations are rational entities.

The notion

of organizational rationality assumes that it is possible to
identify, operationalize and systematically measure goal
achievement.

Thus from this perspective, organizational

effectiveness can be assessed via goal achievement.

Sociologists,

however, have long discovered the non-rational nature of
organizations and have argued that there are numerous problems
with the concept of organizational goals.
Another approach to organizational effectiveness focuses on
the behaviors and attitudes of organizational members.

This

approach, called the human relations approach, assumes that if
employees are satisfied, if morale is high and there is an absence
of tension and conflict, then the organization will be effective.
The introspective nature of this approach reflects a closed system
perspective of organizations.

The study of organizations as

closed systems only is no longer seriously considered by
organizational researchers.
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Still another approach describes effectiveness in terms of
organizational processes; primarily those that deal with the
organization's relations with its external environment.

Effec¬

tiveness is defined in terms of the degree of organizationenvironment fit.

This approach is based on an open systems view

of the organization and emphasizes flexibility and adaptability as
the important dimensions of organizational effectiveness.
These diverse approaches to the study of organizational
effectiveness have led to the development of numerous criteria of
effectiveness; a circumstance that has created problems for
organizational researchers in deciding on the appropriate choice
of criteria.

Choice of criteria is made more difficult by the

fact that organizations comprise various constituencies, each of
which may have criteria of effectiveness that reflect its
perspective of the organization.

The question of whose criteria

should be chosen becomes an important consideration.

The two most

popular approaches to organizational effectiveness - the goal and
systems approaches - both reflect a managerial perspective.

One

problem with this approach is whether criteria of effectiveness
reflective of a managerial perspective are the most appropriate
for use in assessing organizational effectiveness.
The existence of different frames of reference and the
problem of criteria choice have created problems for the
measurement of organizational effectiveness.
identifies three such problems.
validity.

Steers (1975)

First, the concept lacks construct

Since there is no consensus on the nature of criteria

that comprise the concept, its domain cannot be identified and
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hence its validity cannot be established.
effectiveness lack stability.

Second, measures of

This is due to the fact that

conditions change over time so that criteria that are appropriate
at one period might be inappropriate at another.
concept cannot be precisely measured.

Third, the

This is due partly to the

lack of construct validity and criteria stability and partly to
the complexity of the concept.
Problems associated with the concept of organizational
effectiveness are further compounded by the special properties of
certain types of organizations. Schools, universities and other
’'service’' type organizations can be distinguished structurally and
technologically from the typical "business" organization.

For

example, in educational organizations, the technology of teaching
and learning is unclear.

If certain organizational processes

cannot be properly defined, then it becomes difficult to assess
whether such organizations are functioning effectively.
educational organizations are said to be characterized

Thus,
by

ambiguity (March & Olson, 1976) and have been described as loosely
coupled systems (Weick, 1976).

Loosely coupled organizations

present serious methodological problems for organizational
analysts.

These, and other special properties of educational

organizations may have serious implications for the assessment of
organizational effectiveness in such organizations.

Special prop¬

erties of schools as organizations will be discussed in Chapter III
Some of the problems related to the definition and
measurement of organizational efectiveness have been briefly
reviewed.

However, criteria of effectiveness are also influenced
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by the cultural environment in which an organization is studied.
Almost all of the empirical research on organizational effective¬
ness has been done in North American societies which are charac¬
terized by capitalistic, competitive, individualistic philosophies.
As a result, one cannot assume that the criteria of effectiveness
derived from these studies are appropriate for assessing the
effectiveness of organizations in Guyana where a cooperative
socialist philosophy is being espoused.

Hence, it is necessary to

empirically derive a set of effectiveness criteria for secondary
schools in Guyana that is specific to that particular cultural
context.
This brief review of some of the theoretical problems of
organizational effectiveness provides a background against which
to present some of the more specific problems of the assessment of
secondary school effectiveness in Guyana.

The first problem is

the absence of an empirically derived set of criteria for assessing
the organizational effectiveness of secondary schools in Guyana.
Broad political statements outlining the role of education have
been enunciated.

For example, one such statement made by a former

Minister of Education defined the role of education as that of
transforming the Guyanese society from one bearing vestiges of a
colonial heritage to one characterized by cooperative socialist
principles (Baird,

1972).

Such broad statements have provided

general guidelines that may be used to assess the organizational
effectiveness of secondary schools.

Some effort has been made to

translate these general statements into slightly more specific
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criteria.

Examples of such criteria are, closer school—community

relations, school to work transition and student career development.
There are two basic problems with this procedure.

First,

there is no guarantee that a set of intuitively derived criteria
of effectiveness are the appropriate criteria for assessing the
organizational effectiveness of secondary schools in Guyana.
Second, this researcher believes that criteria for assessing the
organizational effectiveness of secondary schools should be
generated by members of the dominant coalition of such schools.
Goals for secondary education are typically established by
officials in the Ministry of Education.

However, Ministry of

Education personnel may not be the only important persons in a
school's environment who influence goal setting decisions of the
school.

For example, parents, representatives of the business

community, religious organizations and political groups may all
have goals for the school.

The extent to which the school as an

organization is dependent upon the various elements in its
environment may determine how influential these elements are in
goal setting decisions of the school.

It follows then, that any

attempt to generate criteria of effectiveness for the assessment
of secondary schools in Guyana must first be preceded by an
identification of those persons in and out of the school who
influence goal setting decisions in such organizations.

In other

words, members of the dominant coalition must be identified from
whom criteria of effectiveness can be derived.
The second problem with the assessment of the organizational
effectiveness of secondary schools in Guyana is that the role of

8
education as the medium for the transformation of the Guyanese
society represents a highly proactive organizational stance.

While

theoretically possible, in reality, organizations rarely hold such
an extreme position.

They are more apt to share the middle ground

on the proactive-reactive continuum of organizational behavior.
It is the belief of this researcher that the proactive position
ascribed to Guyana’s educational system may have created an
ambiguous situation for secondary school administrators in terms
of their selection of criteria for assessing secondary school
effectiveness.
entities.

Proactive organizations are not complacent

They usually have the power and the resources to select

and/or shape the environment in which they operate.

This implies

that administrators of such organizations enjoy wide discretionary
powers.

However, this is not entirely true of secondary schools

nor of school administrators in Guyana.

What exists is a

situation where the role of education as defined by educational
policy makers implies a great deal of autonomy for secondary
school administrators and much flexibility for schools.

In

reality, however, these conditions are constrained by a highly
centralized educational system and limited resources.

This means

that theoretically, policy statements imply certain criteria of
effectiveness which in practice may not be possible to implement
given the ambivalence that currently exists.

Under these

circumstances, the need for a set of empirically derived criteria
of effectiveness becomes more important.
Third, schools are said to possess special properties that
differentiate them from other types of organizations.

March and
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Olson (1976) have stated that educational organizations are
characerized by ambiguity.

Meyer and Rowan (1978) studied schools

in the United States of America and found that such organizations
were characterized by a lack of coordination and control over
their central activity; that of teaching.

Other researchers have

described schools and other educational organizations as being
loosely coupled (Weick, 1976) or structurally loose (Bidwell,
1965).

If schools do possess special organizational character¬

istics then there might be criteria of organizational effective¬
ness that are unique to such organizations.

Thus, it is important

to empirically derive a set of criteria for assessing the
organizational effectiveness of secondary schools in Guyana.
Fourth, criteria of effectiveness are affected by changing
conditions and by time.

Significant world economic changes have

had grave consequences for the economies of the poorer nations of
the world.

Ironically, many of these countries find that they

must now produce more in order to import less.

In short,

increased production does not necessarily lead to national
development.

Despite the implementation of various strategies to

correct these imbalances, underdeveloped countries remain
basically poor.

This economic situation has serious consequences

for the effective functioning of organizations within poorer
societies.

One example of this is that there are insufficient

funds to meet basic operational costs and even less to be spent
for developmental purposes.

This is a disastrous situation given

the fact that organizations in such societies must innovate and
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experiment in order to develop more appropriate technologies.

For

example, in Guyana, the teacher-pupil ratio in secondary schools
is probably well over 1 to 50.

Under such circumstances it is not

very meaningful to train teachers in the use of techniques and
methodologies that were developed, tested, and validated under
ideal conditions in a different cultural context and hope that
these will apply equally well in the Guyanese school situation.
Conditions in Guyana’s schools demand systematic research and
experimentation in order to develop strategies best suited to
those conditions.

The effects of the economic recession currently

being experienced in the developed societies has seriously
affected the economies of the poorer nations of the world and has
drastically reduced the resources available for research and
development activities in many organizations in such societies.
Under such circumstances it is therefore vital that scarce
resources be allocated wisely.

Thus it can be argued, that while

it is necessary to have general guidelines for the assessment of
secondary schools in the long run, it is most important that
criteria of effectiveness be established to be used on a more
short-term basis to ensure greater effectiveness and efficiency
thereby facilitating optimum use of scarce and valued resources.
Finally, there are different types of secondary schools in
Guyana each of which theoretically, has a different emphasis.
These schools are senior secondary, junior secondary and community
high schools.

It is important to know what criteria are more
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appropriate for assessing the organizational effectiveness of each
type of secondary school so that appropriate models of effective¬
ness may be established for each type of secondary school.

This

is one way optimal use of scarce resources can be encouraged.
To summarize, a number of questions need to be answered with
respect to the concept of effectiveness in general and with
respect to the assessment of the organizational effectiveness of
secondary schools in Guyana in particular.

1.3

These problems are:

1.

How can organizational effectiveness be best concept¬
ualized?

2.

What are the most appropriate criteria for assessing
the organizational effectiveness of secondary schools in
Guyana?

3.

Whose criteria should be used for assessing organiza¬
tional effectiveness?

4.

Do schools have dimensions of effectiveness that are
different from other kinds of organizations?

5.

Do the same kinds of criteria apply to all types of
secondary schools?

Purpose of the Study
In the preceding section of this Chapter several problems

dealing with the assessment of the organizational effectiveness of
secondary schools in Guyana were identified.

The purpose of this

research will be to investigate one of these problems.
problem to be investigated is:
What are the most appropriate criteria for
assessing the organizational effectiveness
of secondary schools in Guyana?

The
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This is a very controversial question.

Conceivably,

educational policy makers, secondary school administrators,
secondary school teachers, students and parents could each propose
a different set of criteria of organizational effectiveness for
secondary schools in Guyana.

Ideally, it would be appropriate for

a list of citeria that is representative of these various interest
groups to be used for assessing the organizational effectiveness
of secondary schools.
feasible.

Such an approach seems to be theoretically

For example, if the power of each group relative to the

school organization could be determined, then it may be possible
to construct a mathematical formula that would allow one to
allocate criteria on the basis of the relative power of each
group.

Theoretically, this argument makes sense.

Organizations

have been defined as arenas where political contests among various
constituents occur (Pfeffer, 1977).

Therefore, the idea of trying

to satisfy the demands of the various interest groups is a good
way of achieving intra-organizational stability.
Methodologically, this approach presents problems for the
researcher.

To empirically establish a set of generalizable

criteria for each group across the three types of secondary schools
could be a very costly activity.

Also, this approach would

require viewing the school organization from many perspectives.
In other words, there would have to be different levels of
analyses; a situation that could complicate interschool
comparison.

Moreover, research has shown that organizations find

it difficult to fulfill simultaneously the variety of demands made
upon them (Friedlander & Pickle, 1968).
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A method for overcoming the problem of choice of criteria
has been proposed by Thompson (1967) and Pennings and Goodman
(1977) who have discussed the notion of the dominant coalition.
These authors assert that the dominant coalition is that
constituency that is responsible for the goal setting decisions of
the organization.

Hence, if these persons can be identified, then

criteria of effectiveness generated by them could be considered to
be the most appropriate for assessing organizational
effectiveness.
In any complex organization, there is likely to be a group
that determines the priorities of that organization.

If this is

accepted as a political reality of organizations, then the
gathering of data from the dominant coalition of secondary schools
in Guyana is a perfectly valid way of proceeding with an
evaluation of such schools.

Since the dominant coalition is

purported to take into account the often divergent and conflicting
interests of the many constitutencies in the organization, the
concept is an attractive one for dealing with the problem of the
choice of effectiveness criteria.

Various scholars have advanced

strong arguments in favor of the use of the concept of the
dominant coalition for the study of organizational effectiveness.
However, very little if any empirical work has been done to
validate this construct.
Different scholars have sought to explain the notion of the
dominant coalition through such concepts as bargaining and
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compromise, power, information control, control of resources,
dependence and decision making strategy.

For example, Pennings

and Goodman (1977) and Pfeffer (1977) have argued that organiza¬
tional constituencies have different goals for the organization
which reflect the varied interests of the constituencies.

Each

constituency tries to promote its own interest but typically finds
that it possesses insufficient power to independently achieve its
goals (Katz & Kahn, 1978).
formed.

Thus, coalitions of constituencies are

In the process of coalition formation, bargains,

compromises and agreements among the various constituencies are
worked out and a single coalition which considers the interests of
all the other constituencies emerges as the dominant body.

It is

this dominant coalition which is responsible for goal setting
decisions as well as for determining appropriate criteria of
effectiveness.

Thus, the formation and operation of the dominant

coalition enables the organization to function despite the
existence of conflicting goals (Katz & Kahn, 1978).
The implication of this argument is that one can identify
members of the dominant coalition by studying the compromises and
bargaining processes that occur in the organization.

This

approach though possible, would require systematic and consistent
observation over a protracted period in a number of different
types of organizations in order to validate Pennings’ and
Goodman’s (1977) postulation concerning the formation of dominant
coalition.

The relatively short duration of this study militates

against the adoption of such methodology.
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Implicit in the argument of Pennings and Goodman (1977) are
the concepts of power and dependence.

Thompson (1967) more

explicitly uses these concepts in order to explain the notion of
the dominant coalition.

He argues that persons in highly

discretionary jobs seek to maintain power equal to or greater than
their dependence on others in the organization.

Highly discre¬

tionary jobs are those in which the incumbents are required to
exercise judgments and make decisions regarding organizational
structure, evaluation procedures, resource allocations or domain
commitments (Thompson, 1967).

When the power of such a person is

less than his dependence, that person will seek a coalition
(Thompson, 1967).

In a complex organization such a coalition can

and often does comprise organizational members as well as non¬
members.

This is so because a characteristic feature of complex

organizations is the interdependence of system components as well
as the interdependence of the organization and its environment.
Hence, persons in highly discretionary jobs may be dependent on
persons in and out of the organization.

This group of interde¬

pendent persons collectively has sufficient control over vital
resources, information and other forms of support which they can
commit or withhold to the prosperity on detriment of the organiza¬
tion (Thompson, 1967).

Thus, according to Thompson, one can

identify members of the dominant coalition of an organization by
studying the pattern of dependence of persons in highly
discretionary jobs in such organizations.
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This however is not as straightforward a task as it might
appear.

Membership of the dominant coalition can change with the

nature of organizational dependence which is affected by environ¬
mental influences.

In a stable, certain environment, organiza¬

tional dependencies will probably remain unchanged.

Thus, the

dominant coalition in such a situation may tend to be a stable
body.

However, in a more turbulent, shifting, unstable environ¬

ment, organizational dependencies are more likely to change.
Under such circumstances the composition of the dominant coaltion
may undergo constant change.
Thompson (1967) also suggests that by studying the kind of
decision making strategy used in an organization one may be able
to identify members of the dominant coalition.

He argues that two

basic variables of decisions are preferences regarding outcomes
and beliefs about cause/effect relations.

Each of these variables

can be seen to exist with certainty or uncertainty thereby giving
rise to four decision situations each requiring a different
decision strategy.
When there is certainty regarding causation and outcome
preferences, a computational decision strategy is appropriate.
When there is certainty regarding outcomes and uncertainty
regarding causation, a judgmental decision strategy is appro¬
priate.

When the later situation is reversed, a compromise

decision strategy is suggested.

An inspirational decision

strategy is appropriate when there is uncertainty regarding both
causation and outcome preferences.

A judgmental decision strategy seems most applicable to
secondary schools in Guyana at the moment.

This suggestion is

based on the premise that there is believed to be general
agreement on the outcomes of secondary education, i.e., education
for self reliance hence a greater emphasis on vocational and
technical skills training in a country whose economy is primarily
agricultural.

However, because the technology of teaching and

learning is unclear, there is uncertainty regarding causation.
Therefore, one area in which the school must rely on a judgmental
decision strategy is the area of instruction.
might be that of school-community relations.

Another such area
Thompson (1967)

asserts that the more areas there are in which the organization
must rely on a judgmental decision strategy, the larger the
dominant coalition will need to be.

This argument also points to

the notion of interdependence as a crucial variable in the
operation of complex organizations.

If the areas in which a judg¬

mental decision strategy is employed can be identified, then it
should also be possible to identify key individuals in these areas
who greatly influence goal setting decisions in the organization.
Such persons would comprise members of the dominant coalition of
that organization.
In summary, it has been argued that organizational goals and
criteria of effectiveness are established by the dominant coali¬
tion.

Concepts such as bargaining and compromise, power, resource

and information control, and decision making have been used to
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explain this notion.

Dependence on decision making seems to be a

central concept in understanding the formation of the dominant
coalition.

Dependencies, however, are influenced by environmental

changes so that the problem of identifying members of the dominant
coalition can be a formidable one, especially in an uncertain
environment.

For the purpose of this study the concept of the

dominant coalition will be defined as those persons responsible
for decision making with respect to the setting of goals for
secondary schools in Guyana.

Goal setting with respect to

secondary schools can exist among persons who work within the
schools as well as among persons who work outside the school.

No

attempt will be made to limit the study to any one of these
situations.
Secondary school principals will be used as a basis for
identifying members of the dominant coalition in such schools.
The rationale for this as well as the methodology for implementing
this procedure will be discussed in Chapter IV.
In light of the preceding discussion, the purposes of this
research can be more specifically stated in terms of an attempt to
answer the following questions.
1.

What persons comprise the dominant coalition in the
various types of secondary schools in Guyana?

2.

What criteria does the dominant coalition perceive to
be appropriate for assessing the organizational effec¬
tiveness of secondary schools in Guyana?
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3.

What basic dimensions of secondary school effectiveness
are reflected in the criteria of effectiveness per¬
ceived by members of the dominant coalition?
The purpose of this question is to determine an overall
structure of effectiveness criteria for secondary
schools. Once such a structure has been determined,
it can be applied to the various types of secondary
schools in order to derive specific models of effec¬
tiveness for each type of secondary school.

4.

Do the dimensions suggest characteristics of organi¬
zational effectiveness that are unique to schools?

5.

To what extent is there agreement among members of the
dominant coalition with regard to their perceptions
of the appropriateness of effectiveness criteria for
the assessment of secondary schools in Guyana?
Implicit in the notion of the dominant coalition is the
assumption of consensus among its members. The aim of
this question is to test that assumption.

1.4

Organization of the Dissertation
The dissertation is organized into six chapters.

preceded this section.

Chapter I

In Chapter II of the dissertation the

concept of organizatinal effectiveness will be discussed and the
conceptual and methodological problems posed by organizations will
be analyzed.

Chapter III will deal with the special properties of

schools as organizations.

In Chapter IV the methodology of the

study will be discussed.

In Chapter V of the dissertation, the

results of the study will be reported and discussed.

Concluding

remarks and recommendations for further research will be the
subject of Chapter VI.

CHAPTER

II

THE CONCEPT OF ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

2.1

Introduction
The purpose of this Chapter is to review the literature

related to organizational effectiveness.

Some of the problems of

assessing organizational effectiveness which were briefly dis¬
cussed in Chapter I will be more thoroughly analyzed.

This

Chapter covers three areas of organizational effectiveness.
First, the concept of organizational effectiveness is discussed
via the analysis of two competing models; the goal approach and
the system approach.

Second, empirical attempts to establish the

dimensions of organizational effectiveness are discussed.

Third,

methodological problems associated with the measurement of the
concept are reviewed.

2.2

The Concept of Organi¬
zational Effectiveness
Various definitions of organizational effectiveness and the

existence of a variety of empirical attempts to establish the
dimensions of the concept characterize the current state of the
literature in the field.

There is no consensus on the definition
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of organizational effectiveness and on the scope of its domain
(Campbell, 1977).

Consequently, a basic assumption of this

Chapter is that there is no single correct way of defining
organizational effectiveness.
Two basic conceptual frameworks of organizational effective¬
ness exist; the goal approach and the system approach.

Each is

based on a different set of assumptions and portrays a different
view of the organization.

2.2.1

The Goal Approach

2.2.1.1 Definition and Assumptions
Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum (1957) defined organizational
effectiveness as "the extent to which an organization as a social
system, given certain resources and means, fulfills its objectives
without incapacitating its means and resources and without placing
undue strain upon its members " (p. 535).

Pennings and Goodman

(1977) have stated that, "organizations are effective if relevant
constraints can be satisfied and if organizational results
approximate or exceed a set of referents for multiple goals" (p.
160).

Con- straints are conditions which must be satisfied.

Goals are desired end states and referents are the standards used
to evaluate outcomes.
These two definitions are similar.

They both define organi¬

zational effectiveness in terms of goal attainment and assume that
the closer an organization advances toward its desired end state,
the more effective it will become (Price, 1972).
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The concept of organizational effectiveness as the extent of
goal attainment is based on the notion of organizational ration¬
ality.

In fact, the goal model is often referred to as the

rational model (Gouldner, 1959).

As rational systems, organiza¬

tions are the instruments for the achievement of stated goals
(Gouldner, 1959).

The emphasis on output implied in this approach

assumes consistency and predictability of organizational behavior.
The rational model relies on the assumption that human resources
can be systematically manipulated in the service of given goals.
A mechanical analogy best describes the perception of organiza¬
tional effectiveness as goal achievement.

For example, if X

objects are desired by a certain time, then Y must behave in a
consistent way in order to achieve X.

It seems inappropriate to

base organizational performance on this kind of rationalization
given the ambivalent nature of human behavior.
Goals seem to offer a logical starting point for the
assessment of organizational effectiveness.

However, the assess¬

ment of effectiveness as the extent of goal achievement assumes a
definition of organizations in terms of goals.
the problem of reification (Silverman, 1970).

This introduces
Furthermore, organ¬

izational effectiveness as the extent of goal achievement assumes
that organizational goals can be identified and measured.

Organi¬

zational theorists (Perrow, 1961; Etzioni, 1964; Yuchtman &
Seashore, 1967) have identified numerous problems associated with
the identification and measurement of organizational goals.
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2.2.1.2 The Concept of Organizational Goal
Etzioni (1964) defined organizational goals in terms of
anticipated states of affairs which organizations seek to realize.
Similar definitions have been proposed by Perrow (1961, 1968) and
Warner (1967).

The primary advantage of organizational goals is

that they provide criteria by which to assess the health of the
organization in comparison with other organizations.

Goals, as

sources of legitimation, also justify the organization's existence
in the eyes of the public (Etzioni, I960).
Advocates of the goal approach have assumed that organiza¬
tions can have goals.

Silverman (1970) cautioned against such a

line of thought on the ground that it introduced the problem of
reification — that is attributing the power of thought and action
to a social construct.

In other words, one cannot ask an organi¬

zation what its goals are in the way that one can ask an
individual.

However, since the goal approach is based on the

assumption that organizations do have goals, then is it necessary
to determine the sense in which this statement is made.
Katz and Kahn (1978) have offered such a clarification.
They have stated that organizational goals must be conceived with
reference to certain leaders or subgroups rather than with
reference to the organization as a person.

They believed that if

the organization were referred to as a superperson, then the inter¬
actions and continuing compromises of conflicting groups within
the organization would be overlooked.

In other words, organizations
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can have goals, but these goals are reflected in the extent to
which there is agreement among organizational members on the
rationale for their interaction (Silverman, 1970).
Cyert and March (1963) have proposed a behavioral approach
to organizational goals that reflects the interactions and
bargaining processes of groups within the organization.

Their

view of the structure of organizational goals is consistent with
the perspective of the organization as an arena where individuals
and groups engage in political contests (Pfeffer, 1977).

As a

result, they have conceived of organizational goals as the result
of a bargaining process among groups of coalitions within the
organization.

One criticism of this view is that it places too

much emphsis on the internal dynamics of organizational behavior.
Organizations can also be thought of as open systems which must
adjust to environmental change.

Cyert’s and March's argument

does not adequately consider organization-environment relation¬
ships and the implications of these relationships for the nature
of organizational goals.
One problem with the application of the concept of organiza¬
tional goals to research on organizational effectiveness has been
identified by Etzioni (I960).

He noted that organizational

research suggested that organizations did not reach their goals
effectively.

He believed that these findings emerged because the

goal approach compared the ideal state of an organization with its
real state.

He argued that, "goals, as norms, as sets of meanings

depicting target states, are cultural entities" whereas,
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"organizations as systems of coordinated activities of more than
one actor are social systems" and that "social units are always
less perfect than their cultural anticipations" (Etzioni, 1969, p.
M60).

Etzioni found it disturbing to compare organizational goals

which were ideal states with indicators of actual organizational
performance which were real states and argued that this involved
the comparison of objects that were not on the same level of
analysis.

2.2.1.3 Identifying Organizational Goals
If organizational goals are determined by organizational
members, then the identification of such goals should be a rela¬
tively simple task.

Unfortunately, no such simple solution exists.

Yuchtman and Seashore (1969) have distinguished between prescribed
and derived goals neither of which provides an adequate foundation
for empirical research.
scribed goals.

The following discussion involves pre¬

Prescribed goals are embodied in the formal

charter of the organization and are decided upon by top management
personnel.

Prescribed goals, however, are not necessarily the

goals actually being pursued by the organization.

As a result, it

may be misleading to use such goals as criteria for assessing
organizational effectiveness (Katz & Kahn, 1978).
Perrow (1961) referred to the distinction inherent in pre¬
scribed goals as the conflict between "official" and "operative
goals.

Official goals are the public statements of top management

personnel regarding the direction and purpose of the organization
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while operative goals are those toward which the organization
actually directs its energies.

Since operative goals are usually

difficult to identify, researchers must frequently infer from an
organization’s operations what its actual goals are.

This is

where the problem of goal identification becomes difficult.
According to Perrow (1961), operative goals are shaped by the
dominant organizational group and represent the unofficial uses to
which this group puts the organization for its own ends.
This argument has been challenged on the ground that it
assumes that the goals of any single group can effectively deter¬
mine the operation of the organization (Georgiou, 1973).

Georgiou

has stated that the performance of the organization at a given
time cannot be determined solely by the goals of any one group.
Such goals are modified, conditioned and limited by the need to
satisfy the demands of the other groups upon which the dominant
group is dependent (Georgiou, 1973).
The preceding argument contains two important implications
for the assessment of organizational effectiveness.

First, the

political nature of the process of organizational goal setting is
made clear.

What is still not clear, however, is the process by

which one identifies these goals.

This means that the assessment

of organizational effectiveness via goal accomplishment remains
problematic.

The notion of the dominant coalition described

earlier has been advanced as a solution to this problem.

However,

in the absence of evidence to validate this construct the goal
issue remains a problem.

The second implication is that the
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mutual dependence of organizational tasks and organizational
groups suggests that it may be appropriate to adopt a more
comprehensive approach to the study of organizational effective¬
ness.
Identification of organizational goals is made even more
difficult by the fact that there are different types and levels of
goals (Scott, 1977), and the fact that organizations pursue
several goals simultaneously (March & Simon, 1958).

March and

Simon (1958) have stated that organizational decision makers seek
to satisfy many goals rather than maximize one.
to support the multiple goal theory.

There is evidence

Seashore, Indik, and

Georgopoulous (I960) in a study of 27 organizations, found low and
negative inter-correlations among five measures of organizational
effectiveness and concluded that overall organizational perform¬
ance could not be described by a single measure.
Thompson (1967) has suggested a way around the goal problem
by using the concept of domain consensus.

Levine and White (1961)

had defined an organization’s domain as, "claims which an organi¬
zation stakes out for itself in terms of range of products
offered, population served and services rendered."

The concept of

domain consensus is used to define a set of expectations for
members of an organization as well as for those outside the
organization about the organization’s actions (Thompson, 1967).
Thus, there is mutual agreement between members of the organiza¬
tion and members of the community about who will be served and the
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content of the service to be rendered.

For example, there is

general agreement that schools help to induct youth into the
values, beliefs and patterns of behavior of a particular society
and to equip them with the appropriate knowledge and skills to
function effectively in that society.
Thinking of organizational goals in terms of domain con¬
sensus avoids the problem of reification discussed earlier.

It

also generally avoids the problem of conflicting goals of multiple
constituencies.

It is a useful mental construct for attempting to

think through the goal problem.

However, it may not be of much

practical use to the researcher who must operationally define
terms.
The inability of researchers to unequivocally determine
organizational goals has led to frustration with the goal approach
as an effective method of evaluating organizational success.

As a

result, alternative models of organizational effectiveness have
been developed.

One such model is the system approach to organi¬

zational effectiveness.

2.2.2

The System Approach

2.2.2.1 Definition and Assumptions
Proponents of the system approach to organizational effec¬
tiveness view organizations as open systems.

Three basic processes
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processes characterize the organization as an open system.

First,

3-fly given organization must import various resources from its
environment.

Second, these resources are then utilized in a

transformation process.

Third, the organization then exports the

finished product, service or other output resulting from the
transformation process.

This open system perspective implies that

organizations are functionally differentiated entities.

Unlike

the goal approach, the focal point of the systemic model is not
the goal itself but a working model of a unit capable of achieving
a goal (Etzioni, I960).

The goal approach assumes that the more

resources are expended on the means for attaining goals, the
greater would be the organization’s chances of success.

In contrast,

the systemic approach emphasizes the functional importance of all
organizational activities (Etzioni, I960).

The system model

therefore emphasizes the multifunctional nature of organizations
and the mutual dependence of organizational system components.
assumes that at any particular time, the effectiveness of an
organization can be determined by studying the network of inter¬
dependent, reciprocal relationships between the organization’s
parts and the system as a whole (Webb, 1974), as well as the
interdependent relationship between the organization and its
environment.

It
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There are various system definitions of organizatinal
effectiveness.

One such definition views organizational

effectiveness in terms of the organization’s contributions to the
larger superordinate system (Parsons, 1956).

Another definition

stresses the organization’s capacity for survival (Soctt, 1977).
This definition emphasizes the fulfillment of the organization’s
internal needs.

Still, other definitions have emphasized the

appropriateness of organization-environment relationship as the
indicator of success (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Pennings, 1975; Yuchtman
& Seashore, 1967).
Implicit in these definitions are three different system
approaches to organizational effectiveness.

These approaches may

be defined as the functional model, the natural system model, and
the open system model.

The three models use a biological analogy

to explain organizational functioning.

Each system model will be

discussed in the following sections.

2.2.2.2 The Functional System Model
The functional system model is based on the work of Parsons
(1956).

According to him, the legitimacy of an organization

depended upon the functional significance of its goal for the
superordinate system.

In other words, systems are made up of

subsystems and the primary purpose of the subsystem is to serve
the larger system.

Organizational effectiveness in the functional

sense then is determined by the magnitude of the contribution of
the subsystem to the next higher system (Katz & Kahn, 1978).

A number of criticisms have been made of the functional
system model.

For example, the frame of reference for the

assessment of organizational effectiveness is not the focal
organization itself but the superordinate system (Yuchtman &
Seashore, 1967).

Yuchtman and Seashore (1967) believed that

organizational effectiveness should be determined in terms of how
well the organization was doing for itself and not for society or
some other system.

Katz and Kahn (1978), have identified two

problems with the Parsonian model.

First, they claimed that it

was difficult to trace the effects of the numerous outcomes of a
system on the superordinate system.

Second, the definition of

organizational effectiveness in terms of its functional
contribution to the superordinate system emphasized the subor¬
dinate nature of the organization but neglected that organiza¬
tion's autonomy and its exercise of choice.

Katz and Kahn (1978)

felt that it was more appropriate to define organizational effec¬
tiveness as functional contribution to the superordinate system in
the case of tightly coupled organizatins where subsystem
dependence was very high.

In loosely coupled systems which are

usually characterized by varying degrees of subsystem autonomy and
independence, it would be difficult to apply the functional system
model of effectiveness.
Another problem with the functional system model is its real
difference from the goal approach.

Parsons (1956) implicitly

defined effectiveness in terms of goal attainment.

Since the goal

of an organization in Parsonian terms was to serve its superordinate
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system, then the effectiveness of that organization was determined
by the extent to which it fulfilled that goal.

This led some

theorists to conclude that the functional system model was nothing
more than a sophisticated version of the goal approach (Georgiou,
1973; Webb, 1974).

2.2.2.3 The Natural System Model
From the natural system view, organizations are designed to
achieve specified goals but emphasis is also placed on the func¬
tional importance of organizational activities which may not be
directly related to organizational goals but which are neverthe¬
less essential for maintaining the overall effectiveness of the
organization (Etzioni, I960).

The natural system model sees the

organization as an organism which has needs of its own; the
primary one being the need to survive.

Survival is maintained

through spontaneous behavior which is reflected in the need to
maintain system balance.

This implies that subsystem needs may

take precedence over an organization’s goals which may be
relegated to a secondary position as other system needs become
dominant.

The work of Elton Mayo (1949) and other human rela¬

tion theorists has demonstrated this phenomenon.
The natural system approach views efficiency as the key to
survival.

Efficiency is defined as the ratio of energic input

to organizational output (Katz & Kahn, 1978).

It is concerned

with assessing "how much of the energic input from the outside
into the system emerges as product, and how much is absorbed by
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the system" (Katz & Kahn, 1978, p. 226).

In other words efficiency

studies analyze organizational processes in order to find ways to
minimize the cost of the transformation process.

As such, they

concentrate on the economic and technical aspects of the internal
life of the organization (Katz & Kahn, 1978).
The work of the human relation theorists and the human re¬
source theorists has been instrumental in this area of organiza¬
tion theory.

The human relation theorists have emphasized studies

in leadership, morale, anxiety, conflict, and productivity.

Or¬

ganizational effectiveness theorists who support the natural
system approach (Schein, 1970; Ghorpade, 1971; Negandhi & Reimann,
1973) have felt that organizational effectiveness can be achieved
via the study of behavioral and attitudinal characteristics of
groups and individuals within the organization.

Another group of

researchers, the human resource theorists (Herzberg, 1966; Lawler,
1973), have concentrated on improving the quality of work life
through studies of job redesign and job enrichment.
The rationale for the work of the human relations and human
resource theorists is based on the following argument.

Certain

work-related factors contribute to low worker morale, dissatis¬
faction, absenteeism and high turnover; factors which threaten the
growth, security and survival of the organization.

If organiza¬

tional tasks can be made more interesting and enjoyable, and con¬
flict and anxiety minimized, then organizational efficiency will
be improved.
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The work of the human relation and human resource theorists
has contributed much to an understanding of the importance of
certain factors to the survival of organizations.

However,

studies of efficiency have not adequately considered the openness
of human organizations (Katz & Kahn, 1978).

As a result, the

influence of environmental factors on the organization's ability
to survive has been neglected.

2.2.2.4 The Open System Model
The open system model views organizations as being highly
interdependent with their environments.

This perspective empha¬

sizes the organization's ability to adapt to changing environ¬
mental conditions.

Organizational effectiveness is determined by

the extent of organizational adaptability and flexibility and the
strength of the organization's bargaining position (Yuchtman &
Seashore, 1967).
Katz and Kahn (1966, 1978) have defined organizational
effectiveness as the maximization of returns to the organization
by all means.

They distinguished between maximization of returns

by economic and technical means and maximization by political
means.

Maximization by economic and technical means increased

organizational efficiency by lessening the cost of the trans¬
formation process thereby promoting the organization's growth
and survival.

However, Katz and Kahn (1978) argued that economic

and technical solutions did not necessarily make the organization
more efficient in terms of its acquisition of inputs and disposal
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of outputs.

They proposed that maximization by political means

complemented organizational efficiency by dealing with problems of
input and output mainly through manipulation of the environment.
However, maximization of returns by political means did not increase
efficiency but increased overall effectiveness.
Yuchtman and Seashore (1967) criticized Katz and Kahn’s
(1966, 1978) definition of organizational effectiveness.

They

argued that maximization of return was destructive to the organi¬
zation since it led to depletion of the environment.

Instead,

they defined the effectiveness of an organization in terms of "its
bargaining position as reflected in its ability to exploit its
environment in the acquisition of scarce and valued resources" (p.
898).

This definition is similar to Katz and Kahn’s (1966, 1978)

in the sense that it also deals with resource procurement.
Yuchtman and Seashore (1967) however emphasized the "bargaining
position" of the organization in their definition.

The concept of

"bargaining position" referred to the organization’s strength in
negotiating scarce and valued resources in the face of competition
from similar organizations.

Thus, they have proposed that "the

highest level of organizational effectiveness is reached when the
organization maximizes its bargaining position and optimizes its
resource procurement" (p. 902).
Katz and Kahn (1978) in the revised edition of their book,
"The Social Psychology of Organizations" attempted to deal with
Yuchtman and Seashore’s (1967) criticism by referring to the
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organization’s bargaining position as its external political
transactions.

They nevertheless maintained that maximization of

resources by all means was the true measure of organizational
effectiveness since it resulted in storage of energy, organiza¬
tional growth, endurance and survival and organizational control
of the environment.
This researcher subscribes to Yuchtman and Seashore’s (1967)
definition of organization effectiveness as maximization of
bargaining position and optimization of resource acquistion.

The

Katz and Kahn(1966, 1978) definition reflects a self-centered view
of organizations.

In reality, organizations cannot isolate them¬

selves from each other, especially in turbulent environments.
Emery and Trist (1965, 1973) stated that in such environments
organizational interdependence and cooperation are crucial aspects
of organizational survival.

Since environmental uncertainty seems

to be characteristic of contemporary society, a definition of
organizational effectiveness which acconmodates this environmental
characteristic seems more appropriate.

Yuchtman and Seashore’s

(1967) definition of organizational effectiveness attempts to do
this.
The goal approach and the system approach to organizational
effectiveness are not mutually exclusive.

The goal approach

directs attention toward the achievement of goals as an indication
of organizational effectiveness.

The system approach is also con¬

cerned with goals but because the organization is regarded as a
system, there are also internal and external pressures to which it
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must react if it is to survive.

Thus, it may be necessary for the

organization to temporarily divert attention from goals in order
to cope with these pressures.

Therefore, for the purpose of this

study organizational effectiveness will be regarded as the extent
of goal attainment as well as the organization's ability to deal
with internal and external demands made upon it.

2.2.2.5 Summary
The conceptual development of organizational effectiveness
has failed to provide a definitive theory of the concept.

The

major flaw of the goal approach has been its difficulty in
identifying appropriate organizational goals.

Similarly, the

system resource approach indicated that there were different
system concpetualizations of organizational effectiveness each
emphasizing different criteria of effectiveness.
have emerged from this review.

Two conclusions

First, there seems to be no single

correct way of defining organizational effectiveness.

Definitions

of the concept vary in relation to the organizational perspective
adopted by the researcher.

Second, there is no ultimate criterion

of organizational effectiveness.

In fact, researchers agree that

organizational effectiveness is not a unitary concept, but they
have not been able to firmly establish its dimensions.

The next

section of this Chapter will review empirical attempts to
establish the dimensions of organizational effectiveness.
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2.3

Review of Empirical Research

2.3.1 Dimensions of Organizational
Effectiveness in NonEducational Organizations
One of the earliest attempts to empirically establish
criteria of organizational effectiveness was done by Georgopoulos
and Tannebaum (1957).

In a study of thirty-two delivery service

stations the authors studied the relationship between workers'
ratings of three highly correlated variables; productivity,
flexibility, and absence of tension with measures of the overall
effectiveness of the stations.

Scores on the three variables were

collapsed into a composite score for each station.

Scores on the

overall effectiveness of each station were obtained from independ¬
ent ratings of experts.

Prediction of overall effectiveness of

the stations using the composite scores accounted for 59 percent
of the variance in organizational effectiveness among the
stations.

The authors concluded that the criteria of productiv¬

ity, flexibility and the absence of intra-organizational strain
were important aspects of organizational functioning.
Mahoney (1967) had 84 managers describe the effectiveness of

283 business organizations in terms of 114 variables.

A factor

analysis of the data revealed 24 dimensions of organizational
effectiveness.

A general multiple regression model showed that

the 24 factors accounted for 58 percent of the variance in
managers' perceptions of overall effectiveness.

A second multiple
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regression model, using stepwise regression analysis was applied
to the 24 factors and the overall measure of effectiveness.

This

model showed that 4 of the 24 factors accounted for 56 percent of
the variance in managers’ perceptions of overall effectiveness.
The four factors were labelled productivity-support-utilization,
planning, reliability, and initiative.

The author believed that

these four factors could be viewed as sufficient conditions for
the assessment of organizational effectiveness.
The heterogeneity of the sample of organizations in Mahoney's
(1967) study made it difficult for him to draw firm conclusions
about models of effectiveness identified from analyses of
subsamples within the larger sample.

Consequently, Mahoney and

Weitzel (1969) conducted a follow-up study of 103 research and
development organizations.

The rationale for this study was based

on the hypothesis that a more homogeneous sample would account for
a higher proportion of the variance in judgments of overall
effectiveness.
The same variables were rated in this study by 32 managers.
The general multiple regression model utilizing the 24 factors
identified in the previous study accounted for 63 percent of the
variance in judgments of effectiveness in this study.

A second

step-wise regression model identified 3 of the 24 factors which
accounted for 50 percent of the variance in judgments of effec¬
tiveness.

The three factors were reliability, cooperation and

development.

The model of effectiveness derived from the research
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and development organizations appeared to be different from that
derived from the business organizations.

The research and

development organizations seemed to stress behavioral
characteristics whereas the business organizations appeared to
emphasize output and productivity (Mahoney & Weitzel, 1969).
These results seem to suggest that different types of organizations
may have different criteria of effectiveness.

However, this may

not be entirely true as behavioral characeristics are also
important to the success of business organizations and output and
productivity are also important to other types of organizations.
Yuchtman and Seashore (1967) factor analyzed 76 performance
variables from 75 insurance agencies throughout the United States.
Ten factors were discovered which accounted for about 70 percent
of the variance in organizational performance.

These factors

included production cost, new member productivity, maintenance
cost, management emphasis and market penetration.

The authors

were critical of the number of factors as well as the ambiguous
nature of some of them.

They also criticized the factor analytic

procedure on the gorund that the factor structure lacked stability
over time.

However, in order to justify the stability of their

factors, the authors replicated their study thrice over an eleven
year period. They discovered that many of their factors remained
stable.
Friedlander and Pickle (1968) defined organizational effec¬
tiveness as the extent to which the organization fulfilled the
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needs and demands of its internal component, i.e., its employees
and owner and the external component of its larger society, i.e.,
its customers, suppliers, the community and the government.

In a

study of 97 small businesses, they developed measures of perform¬
ance for several organizational and societal groups.

They found

low and negative correlations across their criterion measures and
concluded that organizations found it difficult to fulfill simul¬
taneously, the variety of demands made upon them.

Hence, the

assessment of organizational effectiveness in terms of outcome
criteria of importance to owners, employees and clientele seemed
to be inappropriate.

An important conclusion of this research was

that an organization could not fulfill simultaneously the demands
made upon it by its separate constituencies.

This was an

important finding in terms of determining criteria of effectiveness.
Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) in a study of three different
industries found that organizational effectiveness was determined
by the degree of differentiation and integration that existed in
these industries.

These researchers found that the subunits of

industries in diverse and uncertain environments needed to be more
differentiated if the total organization was to be effective.
They also found that the organizations that were more differen¬
tiated had also achieved higher levels of subunit integration.
The researchers therefore concluded that two important dimensions
of organizational effectiveness were differentiation and integra¬
tion.

The greater the diversity and uncertainty of the environ¬

ment, the greater was the need for differentiation and integration.
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Webb (1974) was interested in organizational effectiveness
in a voluntary organization.

In a survey of church members he

used these members' evaluation of church goals as the basis for a
factor analysis and found five factors which explained organiza¬
tional effectiveness in churches.

Measures of organizational

characteristics of church organizations were also obtained from
church members.

These measures were used as regressors in five

regression models with each of the five factors as regressands.
The structure of the five models varied considerably. In four of
the models, different independent variables were found to be more
significant in explaining organizational effectiveness.

In a

general regression model in which measurements of the five factors
were combined to form a single dependent variable, 45 percent of
the variance on this variable was accounted for by factors
labelled cohesion, efficiency, adaptability and support.

Webb

(1974) concluded that organizational effectiveness in church or¬
ganizations was conceptually different from effectiveness in
business organizations.
A variety of characteristics of organizational effectiveness
was found to exist among various types of organizations.

This

finding may lead one to believe that the universality of
effectiveness criteria is an invalid concept.

However, on the

basis of the studies reviewed, a few characteristics seem to be
fairly common.
productivity.

For example, many of the studies emphasized
Also, characteristics such as adaptability,
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flexibility and organizational differentiation seem to be
emphasizing the same phenomenon, which is, the extent to which the
organization can change its form to accommodate demands made upon
it.

In the same manner, characteristics such as cooperation,

cohesion, integration and the absence of tension suggest a common
behavioral feature.

In the section which follows, studies which

have attempted to examine the dimensions of organizational effec¬
tiveness of educational organizations will be reviewed.

2.3.2 Dimensions of Organizational
Effectiveness in Educational
Organizations
Empirical studies of organizational effectiveness in educa¬
tional organizations are very few.

The paucity of research on

such organizations is probably due to the special properties
shared by these organizations.

The special properties of schools

as organizations will be discussed in Chapter III.
Cameron (1978) measured organizational effectiveness in six
colleges and universities.

Interviews were conducted with members

of the dominant coalition of the six institutions in order to
derive criteria of effectiveness.

These persons were assumed to

be senior administrative personnel in the six colleges.

The

derived criteria were grouped on an intuitive, a priori basis to
yield the following nine dimensions of organizational effective¬
ness:

student educational satisfaction, student academic
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development, student career development, faculty and administra¬
tor employment satisfaction, professional development and quality
of faculty, system openness and coimunity interaction, ability to
acquire resources and organizational health.

The existence of the

nine dimensions was largely confirmed by factor analysis proce¬
dures.

Multivariate analysis of variance showed that the nine

dimensions differentiated among the colleges and universities in
terms of their effectiveness.
An exhaustive search of the literature revealed only a few
partially relevant studies on the organizational effectiveness of
secondary schools. Miles (1965) contended that ten dimensions of
organizational health were necessary for organizations to
survive and grow.

These dimensions were goal focus, communication

adequacy, optimal power equalization, resource utilization,
cohesiveness, morale, innovativeness, autonomy, adaptation and
problem-solving adequacy.

Kimpsonte and Sonnabend (1975)

subjected these conceptually derived dimensions to an empirical
test in public secondary schools in the United States. A factor
analysis of the measurements of the ten original characteristics
produced six factors, only three of which were significant in the
relationship between school innovations and school effectiveness.
The three factors were labelled decision making, innovativeness,
and school community relations.
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Imnegart and Pilecki (1970) also developed a conceptual
framework for assessing organizational output.

The following four

categories of effectiveness were considered essential; produc¬
tivity, integration, organizational health and feedback.

The authors

suggested that criteria for measuring each of the four categories
could be derived from the literature.

They proposed ten criteria

which they considered relevant to the four categories and assumed
that measurement of such criteria would reveal an overall estimate
of organizational effectiveness.

Ogilvie and Sadler (1979) used

this conceptual framework to empirically test teachers' percep¬
tions of school effectiveness and its relationship to organiza¬
tional climate in six Australian high schools.

The data were

subjected to a principal components analysis and only one com¬
ponent or factor was derived which accounted for 48 percent of the
variance in teachers' perceptions of school effectiveness.

This

implied that the teachers did not differentiate among the four
conceptually proposed components of school effectiveness.
Instead, they tended to have a general, overall perception of the
concept.

Thus, empirical evidence failed to support the existence

of the four conceptually derived dimensions of school effective¬
ness.
Using a different theoretical framework, Harkin (1977)
investigated the relationship between educational technology, or¬
ganizational structure and teacher perceptions of effectiveness in
thirty—seven high school English departments.

The theoretical

framework of the study was based on the work of Perrow (1967,
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1970) and Woodward (1965).

These researchers contended that

technologcial-structural congruence was related to organizational
effectiveness.

However, Harkin (1979) found only a limited rela¬

tionship between technological-structural congruence and teacher
perceptions of the effectiveness of their English departments.
Gabarro (1972) applied the Lawrence and Lorsc’n model to a
study of two urban school systems.

He discovered that the more

effective school system was more differentiated in terms of the
number of subunits that were set up to deal with environmental
demands as well as in terms of its cognitive orientation towards
these problems.

The more effective school system had also

achieved a higher level of subunit integration.

This study is

described in greater detail in the next Chapter.
The studies on educational organizations revealed some
characteristics of organizational effectiveness which seemed to be
more specific than those that were obtained from the non-educational
organizations.

For example, Cameron (1978) found several

characteristics that related to student satisfaction, growth and
development, and to faculty satisfaction and personal development.
Satisfaction and personal development of organizational partici¬
pants are not characteristics that are unique to schools.

Organi¬

zation theorists have argued that these are important character¬
istics of any effective organization (Herzberg, 1959; Maslow,
1954; Lawler, 1973).

However, these characteristics may be more

evident in educational organizations since one of the purposes of

such organizations is to promote personal growth and development.
School-community relations, decision making and organizational
health were some of the other characteristics of effective educa¬
tional organizations that were identified.

2.3.3

Summary

A number of conclusions can be drawn from the review of
empirical literature on organizational effectiveness.

First, the

concept of organizational effectiveness is multidimensional and
criteria of effectiveness appear to vary across organizations.
Second, very few studies have been done to empirically establish
the dimensions of effectiveness for secondary schools and none of
these have been done in an underdeveloped country.

It has been

shown that two of the studies that were reviewed used effective¬
ness criteria for secondary schools that were conceptually
derived.

The validity of these criteria were not established

prior to their use and the studies showed that many of these
deductively derived criteria were irrelevant.
The absence of empirically derived criteria of effective¬
ness for the assessment of secondary schools is a serious
omission.

In every society, millions of dollars are spent

annually on education.

It is ironic that so few studies have been

done to determine the dimensions of effectiveness of educational
organizations.

Unless appropriate criteria for the assessment of

secondary schools are established, it will not be possible to
effectively evaluate the performance of such organizations.

48

2.4

Methodological Problems

2.4.1 Multiple Criteria
Several methodological problems were identified in the
preceding sections of this Chapter.

It was shown that the various

conceptual approaches to organizational effectiveness generated
multiple and varied criteria of organizational effectiveness.
This condition was further exemplified in the review of empirical
research on organizational effectiveness.

In a review of seven¬

teen multivariate studies on organizational effectiveness, Steers
(1975) found very little overlap among criteria and concluded that
there was no consensus regarding effectiveness criteria.
The problem of multiple criteria of effectiveness is one of
the major methodological problems confronting organizational
analysts.

This problem has not been solved but a number of sug¬

gestions have been proposed for alleviating it.

For example,

Scott (1977) argued against searching for universal criteria of
effectiveness on the basis that organizational participants used
potentially conflicting criteria to assess effectiveness and that
organizational analysts used criteria generated by different con¬
ceptual models.

He suggested instead that researchers focus on a

more limited set of criteria, make explicit the normative bases
for the choice of such criteria, that they identify constituencies
that support or reject the criteria and ensure that the criteria
selected facilitate comparison among organizations on selected
dimensions.

He further suggested that effectiveness criteria
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could be identified from organizational outcomes, proceses and
structures.
Campbell (1977) also deplored the lack of a core of effec¬
tiveness indicators.

He believed that it was unproductive to use

the multivariate approach to develop effectiveness criteria since
previous studies using this approach have been inadequate.
stead he proposed an alternative strategy.

In¬

He argued that re¬

searchers needed first to describe in very explicit terms the
actual decisions for which the effectiveness data would serve as
an input.

Next, the task objectives of the organization or or¬

ganizational subunits had to be specified.

Such objectives should

be stated in observable performance terms.

The next step involved

differentiating between objectives that were means and those that
were ends.

Finally, judgments regarding the manner in which the

organization hoped to fulfill task objectives regarded as "ends"
had to be made.

It was this kind of judgment that determined the

effectiveness of the organization.
Scott (1977) has been using his proposed framework to con¬
duct empirical research on organizational effectiveness in
hospitals.

Findings of this research apparently have not yet been

published but his discussion of a very detailed methodology sug¬
gested that there was no simple way to measure organizational
effectiveness.
ically tested.

Campbell's (1977) suggestion has not been empir¬
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_2.4.2

Normative Versus Descrip¬
tive Criteria

Steers (1975) and Cameron (1978) distinguished between
normative or prescribed criteria and descriptive or derived
criteria.

Normative criteria are those that are prescribed by

certain organizational theorists who contend that all organiza¬
tions must possess certain qualities in order for them to be
effective.

Effective organizations must meet standrads implied by

these defining qualities.
tively derived.

Normative criteria are usually deduc¬

Steers (1975) identified a number of studies that

used a deductive approach to establish effectiveness criteria
(Bennis,

1962; Blake & Mouton,

1964; Schein,

1970).

Normative

criteria may generate attractive models of organizational effec¬
tiveness but unless these types of criteria are subjected to
empirical investigation, there is no basis for arguing that such
criteria represent a true measure of effectiveness.

Hence,

it is

difficult to generalize such models of effectiveness to other
types of organizations.
Descriptive criteria are derived through empirical research.
They describe criteria of effectiveness that emerge from objec¬
tive, scientific investigation.

Examples of such studies have

been done by Mahoney (1967), Seashore and Yuchtman (1967), Mahoney
and Weitzel (1969) and Webb (1974).

These inductive studies,

unlike the deductive ones are more attractive to the researcher
since they do not generally make assumptions about the
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findings until the data are analyzed (Steers, 1975).

However,

inductively derived criteria of effectiveness also face the
problem of lack of generalizability across different types of
organizations.

2.4.3

Constituencies

The question of whose criteria of effectiveness should be
used as a basis for evaluating organizations is moot.

One reason

for this is that separate organizational constituencies often
choose different and conflicting criteria of effectiveness.

This

is so because constituencies are likely to be interested in taking
actions and making decisions that reflect their own interests
(Pfeffer, 1977).

There is empirical evidence to support this

relativist position.

Friedlander and Pickle (1968), showed that

organizations found it very difficult to concurrently fulfill the
demands made upon them by their constituencies.

Cameron (1978)

also supported the relativist position but in a slightly different
way.

She argued that the appropriateness of criteria of effec¬

tiveness probably depended upon the purpose of the evaluation and
the domain of effectiveness.

Katz and Kahn (1978) stated that the

relativist approach to criteria of effectiveness was logically
sound, but theoretically and pragmatically unsatisfying.

They

argued that such an approach did not explain the compromises of
organizational life nor did it offer any help in resolving the
problem of criteria choice.
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Some theorists have argued that members of the dominant
coalition are in the best position to generate criteria of
effectiveness (Cameron, 1978; Pennings & Goodman, 1979; Thompson,
1967).

It is a foregone con- elusion among organizational

theorists that individuals and groups within the organization all
have different goals for the organi- zation.

The key to

successful organizational functioning is to convert goals for the
organization into goals of the organization (Thompson, 1967).
This is the task of the dominant coalition.
Another group of theorists have advocated that effectiveness
criteria should be more broad based (Steers, 1975; Katz & Kahn,
1978).

They have criticized the concept of the dominant coalition

on the basis that it represents a narrow and biased perception of
the organization.

This is a valid criticism.

Critics of organi¬

zational development have argued that consultants typically repre¬
sent the organizational needs of management while the needs of the
other constituencies are left unattended (Miles, 1980).
Still another group points out that constituencies external
to the organization are important for generating criteria of effec¬
tiveness.

This perspective is based on the Parsonian model which

views effectiveness in terms of the organization’s contribution to
the super system.

Perrow (1970) supported this view.

The use of criteria of effectiveness reflective of a mana¬
gerial perspective has dominated research on organizational effec¬
tiveness.

However, strong arguments have been made for the inclu¬

sion of criteria of effectiveness representative of other
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constituencies.

The latter argument makes sense especially when

one considers the various organizational constituencies in terms
of their relative importance to the organization.

The inclusion

of criteria of effectiveness from all the constituencies however
presents two problems.

First, it would incur tremendous costs

especially in large scale studies.

Second, it would increase the

variability of effectiveness criteria thereby exacerbating the
problem of multiple criteria.

In this study, criteria of

effectiveness will be generated by members of the dominant
coalition.

Since the views of the dominant coalition are assumed

to reflect those of the other constituencies in the organization,
then the problem of multiple groups having numerous criteria may
be considerably diminished.

However, this assumption of the

dominant coalition needs to be tested.

2.4.4

Measurement Problems

Three measurement problems associated with the concept of
organizational effectiveness were briefly discussed in Chapter I.
These were construct validity, reliability and precision of
measurement (Steers, 1975).

Each of these problems will now be

discussed in greater depth.
A construct is an unobservable trait which an organism
possesses (Cronbach, 1971).

Construct validation is the process

by which one gathers evidence to show that a set of scores
reflects the particular attribute or trait of the organism that
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one has measured (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955).

For example, a

researcher may establish a theoretical network in which he/she
postulates a certain relationship between attribute X and several
other traits.

In order to establish whether the construct X is

valid, it must be demonstrated that scores on X consistently
covary with the scores on the other hypothesized traits.

If this

can be shown, then the domain of a particular concept may be
delineated.

Once the domain of a concept has been identified then

one can study how that concept is related to and affected by other
concepts.
When the concept of organizational effectiveness is viewed
in this light, a serious shortcoming is noted.

There is little

agreement among researchers as to what criteria constitute the
concept of organizational effectiveness.

In other words, the

domain of organizational effectiveness has not been established.
Steers (1975) has argued that this problem is the result of trying
to account for various frames of reference in evaluating effec¬
tiveness.

Accounting for several frames of reference in a single

study can create problems but even in those studies that have
concentrated on a single consistency the question of the appro¬
priate criteria still persists.
Lack of construct validity affects reliability of measure¬
ment.

In his review of seventeen multivariate studies of organi¬

zational effectiveness, Steers (1975) claimed that many of the
criteria used in those models were relatively unstable over time.
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Some of the criteria used in the models were profitability,
morale, employee satisfaction, growth and efficiency, all of which
vary over time.

The significance of this fact is that criteria of

effectiveness used at one point in time might be quite irrelevant
at another time.

Similarly, precision of measurement is affected

by lack of construct validity.

If the characteristics of a con¬

cept cannot be firmly established then that concept cannot be
precisely measured.

Steers (1975) criticized existing models of

effectiveness for employing loose operational definitions of
effectiveness which he claimed inflated errors of measurement
thereby resulting in less accurate evaluations of effectiveness.

2.4.5

Summary

Several methodological problems associated with the measure¬
ment of organizational effectiveness were reviewed in this sec¬
tion.

One such problem stemmed from the fact that multiple

criteria have been used to define organizational effectiveness.
The emergence of multiple criteria has been due to a number of
factors.

First, organizational theorists derived criteria by

conceptual and empirical means and the derived criteria varied
with the means used to establish them.

Second, various organiza¬

tional constituencies used different criteria to evaluate organi¬
zational effectiveness.

Third, and perhaps most important, the

domain of the effectiveness construct has not been established.
These methodological problems pose serious problems for re¬
searchers of organizational effectivness.
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2.5

Summary
In this Chapter a general introduction into the problems

associated with the concept of organizational effectivness was
given.

The importance of the concept to organizational theorists

has been emphasized.

Two general methods of assessing organiza¬

tional effectivness were reviewed; the goal approach and the
system approach.

The main difficulty of the goal approach was the

problem of identifying organizational goals.

The system approach

conceptualized organizational effectiveness in many different
ways.

One clear conclusion emerged from the conceptual review;

that is there was no one best way to define organizational
effectiveness.

However, the empirical literature seems to suggest

that there might be some general characteristics of effectiveness
that might be applicable to most organizations.

It was shown that

the vagueness and uncertainty associated with the concept of
organizational effectiveness was related to certain methodological
problems.

The most serious of such problems appeared to be the

lack of construct validity.

Some researchers have advocated the

abandonment for the search for universal criteria of effectiveness
and have suggested instead that criteria of effectiveness specific
to particular types of organizations be established.

In the next

Chapter, the secondary school as an organization will be analyzed
from three theoretical perspectives.

Special properties of

schools as organizations will be discussed.

Implications for

assessing the effectiveness of such organizations will be pre¬
sented.

CHAPTER

III

THE SCHOOL AS AN ORGANIZATION
3.1

Introduction
The study of the school as an organization is a relatively

recent phenomenon (Bidwell, 1965; Lortie, 1967; Corwin, 1972; Derr
& Gabarro, 1972; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Hanson, 1979).

The emerging

literature suggests that while various theories of organization
can be used to analyze the school, at the present time, no one
theory can fully explain the functioning of the school as an or¬
ganization.

Besides, schools are thought to possess certain

properties that are different from other kinds of organizations
(Weick, 1976; March & Olsen, 1976; Meyer & Rowan, 1978).

As a

result, it might be useful for educators to view the school from
various theoretical perspectives in order to obtain a more
holistic and meaningful picture of the crucial variables that
obtain in the operation of such organizations.
The purposes of this Chapter are three fold.

First, a brief

presentation of each of three theoretical perspectives of organi¬
zations will be made.

The applicability and limitation of each

perspective for analyzing the school as an organization will be
discussed.

Second, some properties of schools as organizations
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will be analyzed.

Third,

implications of the foregoing for

studying the organizational effectiveness of secondary schools in
Guyana will be discussed.

3.2

Theoretical Perspectives

3.2.1 The Classical View
Scientific management and bureucracy are two central con¬
cepts of classical organization theory (Tausky,

1978).

Both of

these concepts emphasized a certain type of organizational design
which aimed at maximizing efficiency and effectiveness.

Scienti¬

fic management emphasized careful, meticulous planning and system¬
atic study of the production process.

It was based on the

assumption that there was one best way of performing each
organizational task.

Thus, each task was scientifically studied

in order to achieve this goal (Tausky,

1978; Hanson,

1979).

The bureaucratic form of organization emphasized routinization, systematization and standardization of organizational
practices in order to increase predictability and reliability
which were considered to be important prerequisites of organiza¬
tional effectiveness.

Thus, the bureaucratic form of organization

was based on a hierarchical authority structure, division of
labor, control by rules, career orientation of workers and imper¬
sonal relationships.
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A mechanical analogy best describes the classical view or
factory model of organizations as it has often been called.

From

this perspective the organization was viewed as a machine or
factory which,

if designed a certain way, would produce with

maximum efficiency.
The application of classical organization theory to schools
has been well documented (Anderson,
1965; Corwin,

1972).

1968; Bidwell,

1965; Goslin,

For example, schools possess a hierarchical

authority structure.

The roles of principals and other adminis¬

trators are defined and the powers that accrue to their offices
are circumscribed.

There is also division of labor in the sense

that some members of staff teach while others coordinate and
manage.

Routinization and standardization of the school’s activi¬

ties is also evident.

Students are exposed to the same kinds of

experiences, that is, the same curriculum which is presented in a
yearly sequence of increasing difficulty (Bidwell,

1965).

Standardization is also evident in codes which govern the behavior
of students and teachers.

There are also established procedures

for the admission of students as well as procedures which regulate
their movement through the school.
Despite what appears to be a rational way of organizing,
when the classical view of organizations is applied to schools a
few contradictions emerge.

One such contradiction involves the

autonomy of the classroom teacher on the one hand and the cen¬
tralized authority structure implicit in a bureaucratic form of
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organization on the other (Bidwell,

1965).

The hierarchical

authority structure of bureaucratic organizations suggests a pro¬
gressively greater concentration of power among administrators as
one moves up the administrative hierarchy.
secondary school,

For example,

in the

the principal exercises the greatest degree of

control over the daily activities of that organization.

However,

the principal exercises very little, if any, direct control over
the classroom behavior of the teacher who enjoys wide discretion¬
ary powers with respect to instructional and classroom management
decisions.

Thus, a peculiarity of the organizational structure of

schools is the situation where control from above coexists with
autonomy below.
Another contradiction also involves the role of the teacher.
As a professional in a bureaucratic organization, the teacher is
not supposed to personalize relationships.

One of the beliefs on

which a bureaucratic form of organization is founded, that if
emotional and personal relationships are eliminated, then the work
of the organization can be more efficiently executed.

However,

it

is not possible for the teacher to function at this level in the
classroom.

Students vary considerably in terms of their levels of

maturity, confidence, and needs.

Teachers may therefore have to

establish close relationships with some students in order to
better understand their problems and feelings and to establish a
climate of trust, give encouragement and offer support.

Often,

it

is the knowledge that there is someone who cares and believes in a
student’s ability that motivates that student to higher levels of
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performance.

Thus, strong personal bonds are often essential in a

teacher-student relationship.

Therefore, as Bidwell (1965)

remarks, a situation exists with respect to schools where the role
of the teacher seems to require a debureaucratization of the
structure of such organizations while the emphasis for a uniform
outcome or product emphasizes rationalization of the school's
activities and hence a bureaucratic form of organization.

Thus,

another example of the ambiguity that exists within schools is
presented.
The school, however, organized and operated on the princi¬
ples of classical organization theory has been seen to be
both effective and dehumanizing depending upon one's perspective.
From a political and economic perspective, the school as a
factory, given the task of moulding the young to fit the needs of
industrialized societies, was seen to perform very effectively
(Toffler, 1980; Tausky, 1978).

Factory work demanded persons who

were punctual, obedient and who could endure the monotony of
repetitive work and through a powerful overt and hidden curricu¬
lum, the school taught these "virtues."

A similar situation

existed in Guyana during the period of British rule.

The school

was the primary medium through which the cultural and psychologi¬
cal orientation of the Guyanese people was affected.

Citizens

were taught to look outward to some alien source for answers to
their problems rather than to themselves and their own situation
for causes.

They were taught to be subservient; to be followers
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followers rather than thinkers and doers because this type of
education suited the purposes of the colonizers whose main concern
was the exploitation of the human and natural resources of the
country.

Thus, the school, which aided in no small way the

achievement of these goals, was seen to be very effective in
achieving its goals as set out by the British colonizers.
From a humanistic perspective, the organization of schools
following classical organizational principles was seen as a
dehumanizing process.

Participants were being tailored to fit the

needs of big businesses rather than being educated to develop their
own identities and potentialities.

The dehumanizing aspect is

implied in the preceding discussion.
Aspects of classical organization theory pervade many organi¬
zations in today’s world and one may even argue that the principles
of this form of organiztion are very evident in schools.

However, it

is important to remember that many of the assumptions of human nature
that supported the classical view of organizations are not as potent
today as they were at the beginning of the century.

Also, the

environemnts in which today's organizations exist tend to be much
more volatile than those which existed some time ago when classical
organization theory was most popular.

Thus, if the principles of

classical organization theory are rigidly enforced today, or
selfishly or artlessly employed, grave consequences may accrue to the
participants therein and to the organization itself.
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In the 1930’s, Elton Mayo (1933) and his associates conducted a
series of organizational experiments now popularly known as the
Hawthorne studies.

The results of these and other related studies

which had a profound influence on organizational theory and practice,
shifted attention from a structured and authoritative approach to
management to a more humanistic view of the process.

3.2.2 The Humanistic View
The organization as a collection of social groups emerged to
replace the classical view of organizations.

Mayo (1933) and his

associates had discovered that the rate of productivity in an or¬
ganization was not so much a function of management goals as it was a
function of the norms governing the behavior of informal groups in
the organization.

His findings and those of other related studies

popularized the view that organizations were comprised of many social
units which often had competing interests and held conflicting views
of what the organization should do.

Thus, to minimize conflict and

promote cooperation within organizations, theorists began to suggest
a more humanistic approach to management.
The humanistic view of the study of organizations is character¬
ized by the work of the human relations theorists and the human
resource theorists.

Both of these groups of theorists emphasize

motivation of workers as the key to higher levels of performance
though they each pursue this goal from different perspectives.

Human

relations theory stresses the social nature of the worker’s life in
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the organization (Mayo, 1933; Likert, 1967; McGregor, 1967).

Unlike

the classical organization theorists who believed that motivation to
work was primarily a function of economic rewards, the human
relations theorists believe that the worker’s behavior in the
organization is determined by his/her attitudes.

Attitudes to work

however are a function of the extent of the fulfillment of the
worker’s needs.

This assumption which underlines the work of Abraham

Maslow (1954), has formed the basis of the work of human relations
theorists.
According to Maslow (1954), people were motivated to action in
order to satisfy their needs.
act as motivators.

Satisfied needs, however, ceased to

Maslow proposed the following hierarchy of needs

(Tausky, 1978):
1.

Physiological (hunger, thirst, sex, sleep);

2.

Safety and security (protection of the physical self and
life style);

3.

Belongingness and love (affection);

4.

Self esteem, esteem by others (self approval, approval by
others, prestige);

5.

Self actualization (the desire to become what one is
potentially; to become more of what one is capable of
becoming).
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Actually, Maslow's hierarchy of needs could be seen as an attack of
classical organization theory which argued that the worker was moti¬
vated primarily by economic needs.

By arguing for man's innate need

for self-actualization, Maslow's work had a major impact on organi¬
zation theory and led to new perspectives of management and leader¬
ship practices.
In order to increase motivation and create more positive work
attitudes, human relation theorists studied such concepts as leader¬
ship styles, interpersonal relations, communication and participation
in decision making.

For example, Douglas McGregor (1967) pointed out

that the traditional assumptions which management held about workers
portrayed workers as being indolent, unambitious, selfish,
unintelligent and obstinate.

As a result, strict supervision,

coersion, intimidation, rewards and punishment, characterized what he
described as a Theory X approach to leadership.

Based on the work of

Maslow, McGregor proposed a Theory Y approach to leadership which
required that managers, principals, etc., hold a different set of
assumptions about workers.

Workers were to be thought of as being

industrious, ambitious, responsible and persons who possessed the
potential for personal growth.

It was argued that if workers knew

they were being perceived positively by their superiors, then the
desire to perform well on the job would become an intrinsic value.
Other human relations theorists (Blake & Mouton, 1964; Fleishman,
1973) have also proposed different forms of leadership based on the
work of Maslow.
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The work of Rensis Likert (1967) is also based on Maslow's
ideas of human needs.

In the bureaucratic organization the worker

allegedly experienced feelings of isolation and insignificance which
often led to tensions and conflicts between workers and management.
In an effort to create a more healthy and productive environment,
Likert adapted the ideas of humanistic theory to organization design.
He saw the organization as comprising a number of work groups.
saw the organization as comprising a number of work groups.

He

These

groups are hierarchically ordered and each of a set of groups is
linked to a higher set of groups by managers or supervisors or
department heads who become the linking pins that hold or unite the
entire organization.

Each work group is characterized by higher

performance norms and supportive relationships but most important,
the worker’s sense of personal worth and importance is considerably
enhanced by his feeling of participation in the decision process.
The work of the human relations theorists is very relevant to
the study of the school as an organization.

The school as a social

system is comprised of various sub groups (students, teachers, admin¬
istrators, parents, departments) which are interrelated and which
interact in a patterned manner over a period of time in order to
achieve certain goals (Hanson, 1979).

When viewed in this manner,

the work of the human relations theorists discussed above becomes
readily apparent.

If administrators wish to motivate their teachers

and have them develop positive work attitudes, then such administra¬
tors must think in positive terms about their teachers.
true for the teacher-student relationship.

The same is

Research has shown that
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if teachers think positively about their students and have high
expectations for them, then student performance will imporve
(Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968).

This kind of relationship is also

probably true of the interaction between parents and students and at
a wider level, between school and community.
opposite situation is sometimes more evident.

Often, however, the
On his visits to

secondary schools in Guyana, this researcher has often encountered
principals who think negatively about their teachers.

One of the

most common complaints is that teachers are lazy and are not
prepared to work diligently.

It is not surprising therefore to hear

teachers utter similar complaints about the students they teach.
Hanson (1979) has stated that at least three teaching-learning
strategies used in schools have been derived from the Theory Y con¬
cept of leadership and Maslow’s hierarchy of needs.

He identified

these as learning contracts, individualized instruction and the use
of behavioral objectives.

These strategies are used to enable stu¬

dents to set their learning experiences according to their own needs
and capabilities.

The underlying factor here is that because the

student is allowed to participate in decisions with respect to what
is important to him, he will become more motivated and assume greater
responsibility for his learning.
The human resource theorists were also concerned with moti¬
vating workers to higher levels of performance.

However, unlike the

human relations theorists who concentrated on the fulfillment of
workers' needs, the human resource theorists shifted attention to the
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job itself (Lawler, 1973; Herzberg, 1959, 1966).

The ssumption was,

that if jobs were designed in such a way that would allow workers to
exercise responsibility, achieve personal growth, and experience a
sense of achievement, then job satisfaction and morale and hence
productivity would be increased.

Thus, the human resource theorists

tended to emphasize self actualization more than the human relations
theorists did.
It has been argued in this section that organizational effec¬
tiveness from the humanistic view is perceived in terms of individual
motivation and interpersonal relationships especially between super¬
iors and subordinates.

Herzberg's (1959) two factor theory of

motivation, Maslow's (1954) hierarchy of needs and Lawler's (1973)
expectancy theory of motivation are some of the theories that have
been developed with this purpose in mind.

However, while humanistic

theory points to an important aspect of organizational activity, it
is too introspective in its approach to organizational activity.

An

important aspect of organizational life in today's world is the
relationship between organizations and their environments.

Thus, any

attempt to deal wilth the concept of organizational effectiveness of
schools must include this phenomenon which the humanistic view
ignored.

Also, because of the diverse needs of today's organizations

different systems or components must be created within the organiza¬
tion in order to meet these needs.

The interdependence of these

components therefore becomes an essential feature in the study of
organizational effectiveness.

The modern view of organizations which

incorporates these ideas is dealt with in the section which follows.
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3.2.3 The Modern View
An open system approach and a contingency theory approach
characterize the modern view of organizations.

Open system theory

views the organization as an organism that is in constant interaction
with its environment (Katz & Kahn, 1978).

This theory grows out of

Gouldner's (1959) seminal work on the concept of the organization as
a natural system (Hall, 1977). As a natural system, one of the main
concerns of the organization is that of survival.

Thus, there are

times when the organization may divert attention from its goals or
ignore them altogether for a time in order to deal with internal
and/or external pressures which threaten its survival (Hall, 1977).
It follows then, that one of the most important goals of the
organization as an open system is to maintain a balance or an
equilibrium with its environment in which are numerous other systems
with which the organization interacts.

But the organization is also

composed of a number of interdependent parts or subsystems (Katz &
Kahn, 1978).

Therefore, internal equilibrium with respect to its

subsystems is also an important concern of the open system approach.
The open system approach involves the three basic processes of
input, throughput and output.

Input involves acquisition from the

environment of relevant resources.

Throughput refers to the trans¬

formation process, that is, how the organization acts on the
resources it acquires from the environment.

The third basic process

is that of output which invovles the transmission of the finished
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product into the environment where it fulfills existing demands.
These three processes represent a continuous cycle of organizational
events (Hanson, 1979).
In order to ensure the stability of this cycle of events, to
maintain equilibrium and to ensure its survival, the organization
sets up mechanisms to watch for and to try to reduce any elements of
uncertainty that threaten its stability.

Tausky (1978) identified

four ways by which organizations seek to reduce uncertainty.

One

such way, that of buffering, involves the stockpiling of resoruces to
ensure a constant supply for production.

Buffering also involves

maintaining inventories in order to determine rate of output.

Educa¬

tional organizations certainly employ this strategy though in a
slightly different way.

For example, in Guyana where all kinds of

teaching materials are in short supply, secondary schools stockpile
paper, chalk, and other kinds of material in order to ensure that the
work of the school is accomplished.

Also the Ministry of Education

which is in charge of teacher training, tries to ensure that there is
a constant supply of qualified teachers.

While schools may not be

able to keep inventories in the manner that business oranizations do,
some secondary schools attempt to keep track of their graduates and
the progress they make.

This information has motivational implica¬

tions for both teachers and students.
Other strategies used by organizations to reduce uncertainty
are that of levelling, that is, smoothing out fluctuations in the
environment, forecasting and active control (Tausky, 1978).

Schools
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use some of these strategies to some extent as for example, when a
school co-opts parents and members of the community to work on
certain programs which may have political implications.
Open system theory can be applied to an analysis of the school.
Organizational inputs of schools can be categorized into human
inputs, such as teachers, students, administrators, and support staff;
material inputs, such as furniture, buildings, teaching and recre¬
ational equipment; and constraints, such as parental expectations,
social norms and values (Hanson, 1979).

In this respect, schools

differ from the typical business organization in that some of their
inputs such as students and funds and equipment to some extent are
assured.
variable.

Thus, competition for some resources is not a crucial
This point will be discussed more fully in the next

section of the Chapter.
The throughput process invovles the teaching-learning process
and includes teaching methods, reward strategies, evaluation strate¬
gies, curriculum planning and so on.

The output involves student

achievement (cognitive, moral, physical, etc.) attitudinal change,
critical thinking, skill preparation and so on (Hanson, 1979).
Schools also try to maintain equilibrium with their environ¬
ment.

Corwin (1972) explained that schools use a variety of methods

to accomplish this.

These include co-opting outside groups, exploit¬

ing bureaucratic power and doing favors in exchange for support from
influential membres of the community.

Litwak, Meyer and others

(1966) claimed that schools try to maintain a balance between their
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desire for autonomy and their dependence on parents and other groups
in the environment.

They concluded that schools withdraw from such

external influences such as the middle class where these were closely
involved with the school while in lower class neighborhoods they
reached out to external groups.

Corwin (1972) suggested that this

reaching out with respect to the lower classes was not an attempt to
extend opportunities for parents to influence the school but rather
opportunities for the school to extend its own control.
From this researcher’s experience, it would appear that
secondary schools in Guyana are currently experiencing some diffi¬
culty with espect to maintaining internal and external equilibrium.
On the input side, secondary schools seem to face mounting pressures.
An increasingly larger annual student intake coupled with a
shortage of qualified and experienced teachers in many critical
curriculum areas such as science and mathematics, make it difficult
for secondary schools to effectively accomplish the teaching-learning
process.

This situation is probably one of the variables that can be

attributed to the consistently poor level of performance of Guyanese
secondary school leavers over the past few years at the Caribbean
School Certificate Examinations.

Still with respect to inputs,

inadequate resources and an uncertain financial position are also
variables which create uncertainties for secondary schools in the
country.

With respect to outputs, a high failure rate among

secondary school students and fewer graduates with the minimum
qualification affect the intake of other organizations such as
teachers’ colleges, and university and business organizations to
which secondary schools are laterally connected.
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Open system theory concentrated on organization-environment
relations as well as the interdependence of subsystem components in
order to achieve organizational stability.
improved on this concept.

Contingency theory

It was stated in Chapter I that members of

the dominant coalition determined the direction of an organization.
Contingency theory states that the form of an organization is usually
determined by the way the dominant coalition perceives the environ¬
ment (Hall, 1977).

Some environments are perceived to be stable

while others are seen to be constantly changing.

Thus, the structure

and process of organizations should be contingent upon the environ¬
ment.

It can be seen then, that contingency theory unlike classical

organization theory emphasizes that there is no one best way to
design an organization.
The work of Burns and Stalker (1961) influenced the development
of contingency theory.

These researchers found that the structures

of organizations in stable environments tended to be bureaucratic in
nature.

Thse organizations were classified as being mechanistic.

the more fluid environments, the structures of organizations tended
to be more differentiated and flexible.
classified as being organic.

These organizations were

Lawrence and Lorsch (1970) found that

two important structural characteristics of organizations in
uncertain or fluid environments were the degree of subsystem
differentiation and the degree of integration within such
organizations.

In
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Many researchers have attempted to apply contingency theory to
educational organizations.

For example, John Gabbaro (1972) applied

the Lawrence and Lorsch theory to a study of two school systems that
were trying to adapt to the needs of increasing minority enrollments.
Gabarro found that the school systems faced two kinds of problems.
One problem was that of dealing with long term problems such as
curriculum changes and providing greater student services and the
other was day-to-day coping problems.

It was found that unless dif¬

ferentiation existed among subgroups, the long-term problems tended
to be put aside in face of the more compelling coping problems.
Gabarro concluded that differentiation was therefore an important
organizational variable given the changing environmental conditions
that existed.

Gabarro also found that the more adaptive school

system was characterized by a more participative decision making
structure and exhibited more elaborate integrating mechanisms for
achieving coordinated effort.
Derr and Gabarro (1972) reviewed a number of other studies in
which the theory of Lawrence and Lorsch was used to study educa¬
tional organizations.

They identified the following problems.

First, the concept of environment was defined differently in each
study.

They suggested that one reason why the environment posed a

problem was that it was not clear what aspects of the external world
were more important to consider.

Second, the theory assumes that

organizations are responsive to their environments.

However, the

question of what happens to educational organizations in societies
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such as Guyana where such organizations are supposed to shape the
environment is unknown.

For example, it was stated in Chapter I that

the educational system in Guyana was accorded a very proactive role.
However, no systematic study appears to have been done to determine
the success of this venture and to study the characteristics of
aggressive or proactive educational organizations.
It has been shown that open system theory while it concentrates
on goal attainment, diverts some of its energy to deal with internal
and external variables.

In the contingency approach, the power of

the perceived environment or the exigencies of internal pressures
determine the extent to which the organization will alter its
structure.

Thus, if a serious threat is seen to exist, the organi¬

zation will relegate goal attainment to a secondary position while it
grapples with the threat to its existence.

3.2.4

Summary

Three theoretical perspectives relating to the study of organi¬
zations were presented in this section.

Each perspective stressed

certain characteristics as being necessary for organizational ef¬
fectiveness.

For example, the classical view of organizations em¬

phasized a hierarchical structure, division of labor, management by
rules, specialization of tasks, strict supervision, career orientation
of workers and impersonal relationships.

The humanistic view em¬

phasized flexible leadership, motivation, interpersonal relations,
participation in decision making, conditions of work, opportunities

76
for personal and professional advancement on the job and the oppor¬
tunity to realize one’s potentialities.

The

modern view stressed

interdependence of subsystem components, organization-environment
relations, reduction of uncertainty and organizational flexibility as
being important characteristics of the effective organization.
Each perspective was seen to have relevance for studying the
school as an organization.

However, taken alone, each perspective

seemed to present a limited view of the school and thus it seemed
inadequate to derive criteria of effectiveness for assessing
secondary schools on the basis of any single perspective.

3.3

Some Peculiar Properties
of School Organizations
A number of researchers have argued that the traditional view

of organizations as rational systems is an inappropriate conceptual¬
ization of educational organizations (Weick, 1976; March & Olson,
1976; Meyer & Rowan, 1978).

They argue that educational organiza¬

tions seem to have a different kind of relationship with their
environments which results in some peculiar characteristics of these
organizations.

This section of this Chapter will examine more

closely the school as an organization.

First, some of the pecul¬

iarities which appear to be immediately obvious will be briefly
discussed.
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Hanson (1979) has stated that formal goals of educational
organizations such as citizenship and civic responsibility, moral and
ethical character and self-realization tend to be non-operational.
As such, the extent to which such goals are being attained as a
result of planned educational experiences cannot be determined.
Thus, claims Hanson, because its goals are non-operational, the
school can claim success with impunity.

This phenomenon exists in

stark contrast to such organizations as manufacturing industries,
insurance firms and hospitals where goals must often be precisely
defined.
Another peculiarity of schools is that their technology is
unclear.

Organization theorists (Thompson, 1967) have emphasized the

importance of the technological component of organizations.
reason for this is clear.

The

The quality of the output depends in large

measure on the level of performance of the technological component.
However, in schools knowledge of the teaching/learning process is
incomplete.

This is due partly to the goal problem discussed above.

If educational goals cannot be operationally defined, the selection
of appropriate instructional methods and classroom management
practices is curtailed.

But part of the problem is due also to the

fact that psychologists have not yet precisely defined how the
learning process occurs.

Once this is known, then educational

researchers and technologists can develop more appropriate
technologies.
It was mentioned earlier in this Chapter that one of the con¬
tradictions of schools was the coexistence of subordinate autonomy
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and control by superiors.

It was observed that the teaching task,

which required flexible and personalistic behavior on the part of the
teacher did not require teacher compliance with authority.
unique quality of the school.

This is a

Here is an organization where it3

primary activity is controlled by persons who are subordinates in the
hierarchical structure (Hanson, 1979).

In other kinds of organiza¬

tions failure to comply could result in dismissal.

However, the

situation in schools is different because of a number of reasons.
First, the teacher is usually isolated in the classroom.

Second, the

particular needs of classroom instruction are recognized and third,
administrators assume that what is being done by teachers is right
and proper.

This assumption is based on the "logic of confidence"

(Meyer & Rowan, 1978) and will be discussed in greater detail later
in this section.
One other way in which schools differ from other organizations
is that their survival is guaranteed.

Perhaps this explains the

paucity of research on the organizational effectiveness of such
organizations.

Schools, unlike other types of organizations do not

have to compete for clients.

Continued support is guaranteed and is

not based on performance unless the school is a privately run organ¬
ization.

Also, schools usually enjoy the protection of the communi¬

ties they serve.

Because of these conditions, schools have been

referred to as "domesticated" organizations (Hanson, 1979) or as
"highly institutionalized" organizations (Meyer & Rowan, 1978).
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It has been shown that some of the peculiarities of shcools are
vague goals and an unclear technology.

According to organizational

theorists such organizations would not survive for very long.

Yet

the school as an organization does not only survive but appears to
flourish under these uncertain condtions.

Some researchers have

sought to explain this intriguing phenomenon.
For example, in a study of
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elementary schools, John Meyer

(1978) and his associates wished to determine the degree of coor¬
dination within schools and within classrooms.

Results of their

investigation showed that there was little agreement among principals
and superintendents and among principals and teachers with respect to
instructional policies and practices.

This lack of consensus was not

attributed to conflict but to a low level of coordination among and
within schools.

The researchers discovered that schools did not

appear to comply with the principles of the rational model of organ¬
izations which presumed the existence of specific and explicit rules
for coordinating work within the organization.

The researchers, in¬

trigued by this finding, wanted to know how an organization which
appeared to have weak controls and little agreement with respect to
its principal activity could survive and much more, achieve
stability.

They postulated the hypothesis that this was so because

schools were highly institutionalized organizations which meant that
there were societal understandings which defined schools as essential
organisms and also that there were rules which accredited them and
hence assured their existence (Meyer et al., 1978).
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The researchers stated that institutionalization was manifested
in the certified status of teachers, mandatory student attendance by
law, beliefs that the transmission of certain values will result in
adherence to cultural norms, and so on.

They argued that if a school

maintained general conformity to these institutionalized rules and
values then it was likely to survive.

The researchers concluded

therefore, that as long as a school maintained the institutional
structure, a great deal of flexibility and variability in its tech¬
nology could be tolerated.

In other words, they concluded that

internal coordination and the teaching/learning process of schools
was not determined by the formal structure of such organizations.
Stated another way, the formal structure and the technological
process of educational organizations appeared to be decoupled.

This

explanation is a radical departure from the principles of the rational
model which postulates that the internal dynamics of an organization
is a direct function of its formal structure.
Meyer and Rowan (1978) develop some of these ideas further.
They state that schools attend more to their classification functions
than they do their instructional ones.

This is so because schools

are institutionalized in the legal and normative rules of society and
this gives meaning to the internal activities of the school.

They

argue that close supervision of their outputs and instructional
activities would create uncertainties, conflicts and inconsistencies
which would decrease the value of their classification functions.
Therefore, schools become decoupled.

That is, formal structure is
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disconnected from the outcomes.

This characteristic of decoupling

has been recognized by other researchers such as Weick (1976) who
referred to it as loose coupling and Bidwell (1965) who talked of
structural looseness.

The primary function of decoupling then is

that it protects the classifications from uncertainties arising from
the technical core (Meyer & Rowan, 1978).
However, despite such structural looseness, the conduct of
instructional activities is allowed to proceed reasonably well
because schools employ a phenomenon called "the logic of confidence"
(Meyer & Rowan, 1978).
of good faith.

Logic of confidence is based on assumptions

School administrators assume that what is happening

at lower levels in the school is right and proper but avoid direct
supervision.

Thus, the avoidance of inspection together with a show

of confidence increase the commitment of teachers.

By trusting the

instructional competence of teachers, administrators thus shift
responsibility for upholding standards to the teacher.

In this way

the work of the school is accomplished.
The analysis and conclusions described in the preceeding para¬
graphs were made on the basis of studies conducted in the United
States of America.

In that country, the educational system is

characterized by weak central control.

This variable may be used to

explain the structural looseness of schools in that society.
However, one cannot assume that these characteristics will be evident
in a highly centralized educational system like Guyana's where differ¬
ent political and cultural values prevail.
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3.4

Implications for Identifying
Criteria of Effectiveness for
Assessing Secondary Schools
in Guyana
In Chapter II of this research it was stated that an open

system perspective would be employed with respect to the study of
schools as organizations in Guyana.

Earlier in this Chapter, three

theoretical perspectives were examined in relation to the school.
Each perspective emphasized characteristics that seemed appropriate
for analyzing the school as an organization.

As a result, the

researcher will adopt a more eclectic approach in interviews aimed at
deriving effectiveness criteria.

While an open system perspective

will form the basis of the interviews, questions aimed at teasing
out criteria reflective of other perspectives will also be asked of
respondents.
In section three of this Chapter properties of schools as
organizations were discussed.

Organizational studies of schools

which were reviewed in this section were all observed to have been
done in the United States of America.

Thus, the findings of these

studies such as the concept of loose coupling cannot be generalized
to other cultural contexts.

However, the kinds of answers and

comments made by respondents may give some indication of the extent
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to which Guyanese teachers think in similar terms of schools as their
North American counterparts.

It may be that the political realities

of countries such as Guyana do not permit schools to exhibit similar
characteristics as those observed in the North American studies.
James Coleman (1965) for example, found that countries with
centralized forms of government used the formal system of education
to promote nationalistic programs.

Since educational systems in such

countries are usually highly centralized, they can be easily
manipulated by political leaders.

Given such a situation there may

be a high probability that there exists a closer link between the
structure, technology and outcomes of schools in such countries.

3.5

Summary
In this Chapter the relevance of three theoretical perspectives

for analyzing the school as an organization was discussed and special
properties of schools as organizations were analyzed.

Unlike other

types of organizations, it was found that the technological
activities of such organizations was not determined by the formal
structure of schools but rather by the institutionalized structure of
the environment.
organizations.

Thus schools were classified as loosely coupled
The implications of these findings for this study

were then discussed.

CHAPTER

IV

METHODS OF INVESTIGATION

4.1

Introduction
This dissertation marks the beginning of a proposed series of

research projects on secondary school effectiveness in Guyana.

In

this study, members of the dominant coalition of Guyana’s secondary
schools will be empirically identified.

The criteria for assessing

the effectiveness of secondary schools in the country will then be
empirically derived.

The dimensions of the effectiveness construct

underlying these derived criteria will be investigated and the extent
of agreement among members of the dominant coalition will be deter¬
mined.

In a later follow-up study, the derived criteria will be used

to assess secondary school effectiveness in Guyana.

Models of ef¬

fectiveness will be constructed for each type of secondary school.
The methodology of the current study will be discussed in the
following sequence.

First, methods for identifying members of the

dominant coalition will be discussed.
procedures will be presented.

Second, appropriate sampling

Third, steps in the development and

testing of instrumentation will be described.

Fourth, methods of

estimating the reliability and validity of the instrument will be
reviewed.

Fifth, a description will be given of the statistical

procedures to be used.
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4.2

Identifying Members of the
Dominant Coalition
It was stated in Chapter I that secondary school principals

will be used as a basis for identifying members of the dominant
coalition in such organizations.

The rationale for this position was

based on the premise that principals occupied highly discretionary
jobs.

As chief executives of their schools, principals make deci¬

sions regarding organizational structure; they allocate resources,
establish and monitor evaluation procedures, determine the domain
commitments of their schools and liaise with important elements in
and out of the school.

As such, they are likely to be dependent on

elements of the school’s external environment as well as to be
dependent on individuals within the school and thus, are prime
candidates for knowing members of the dominant coalition.
Thompson (1967) has stated that the dependence of an individual
in a highly discretionary job is manifested when the complexity of
organizational technology exceeds the comprehension of that individ¬
ual and when resources required, exceed that person’s capacity to
acquire them.

These conditions seem to exist for secondary school

principals in Guyana.

Three factors bear evidence of this.

First,

whereas in the past principals could have taught most of the subjects
on the curriculum, with the expansion and diversification of that
curriculum, principals find that they must rely on specialist
teachers to teach the content and employ the methodology demanded by
new subjects and must rely on heads of departments to coordinate the
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work in these new curriculum areas.

Also, as schools become more

complex organizations principals find it necessary to decentralize
decision making.

Second, each secondary school has traditionally

been assured financial and other forms of material support from the
Ministry of Education, the parent organization.

However, because of

the serious economic crisis currently facing the nation, this support
has been drastically reduced.

Increasingly, principals are being

called upon to negotiate on their own initiative various forms of
much needed support from the community.

This is proving to be a very

difficult task especially since the national economy is presently in
a state of bankruptcy.

Principals therefore must rely increasingly

on persons and organizations external to the school for financial
support.
Third, the lack of adequate financial and other forms of
material support created by an uncertain environment necessitates a
change in the role of secondary school principals from "complacent
administrators" to "aggressive managers."

Principals must, of

necessity, establish vital linkages and dependencies in their
schools’ environments in order to ensure the effectiveness and pre¬
serve the legitimacy of such organizations.
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Given the decision to use principals as the basis for
identifying members of the dominant coalition, the methodology to be
used to accomplish this will now be presented.

The method used for

identifying members of the dominant coalition was the interview.
Principals together with two other staff members in each school were
the subjects of an initial interview in which a tentative interview
schedule was piloted (Appendix A).

Of the two other staff members,

one was a "key" decision maker identified by the principal in the
course of his/her interview and the other was a "non-key" member in
terms of decision making in such schools.

The idea of interviewing a

"non-key" member also was to obtain evidence of the validity of the
perceptions of the "key" decision makers being interviewed.
The content of these initial interviews was based on the con¬
cepts of dependence, information control and support.

It was felt

that if organizations in the school’s environment on which the school
was dependent could be identified, then persons in those organiza¬
tions who controlled information that was vital to the functioning of
the schools, as well as those who gave financial and other forms of
support could also be identified.

These persons, together with the

principals and other key persons in the schools, it was felt, would
comprise members of the dominant coalition of such schools.
Analysis of the results of the initial interviews led to
changes in the content of the interview schedule as well as in the
methodology to be used.

The information revealed a large number of

organizations on which the schools were dependent.

Interviewees also
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identified many persons in those organizations whom they felt were
important to the schools.

However, it was not possible to clearly

identify members of the dominant coalition because of a deficiency in
the initial interview schedule.

This instrument did not clearly

specify the criteria to be used for identifying such persons.
On the basis of these observations and a more careful analysis
of the problem, a revised interview schedule was constructed
(Appendix B).

Questions were constructed around the three main

concepts of dependence, resource control (which included information,
financial, human and various forms of material resources) and
decision making regarding organizational goals.

These three concepts

were determined to be important for identifying members of the
dominant coalition.

For example, interviewees were asked to identify

organizations in their schools’ environment that controlled vital
resources on which their schools were dependent.

Interviewees were

also asked to identify persons in such organizations with whom they
associated the control of such resources since it was argued in
Chapter I that such persons could collectively determine the goals of
a dependent organization.

These two questions served to identify key

organizations and individuals in the schools’ environment upon which
schools were dependent.

However, since decision making regarding

organizational goals was considered the most vital of the three con¬
cepts for identifying members of the dominant coalition, interviewees
were asked to identify those organizations in the schools

environ¬

ment and to identify ’’key" persons in them who were responsible for
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§0^1 setting decisions in their schools.

Finally, interviewees were

asked to identify key decision makers within their schools.

This

completed the change in the content of the interview schedule.
There was also a change in the methodology of the interview in
terms of the persons to be interviewed.

In the initial interviews it

was found that "non-key" members of staff were limited in their
perceptions of school-environment relations.

This situation was

probably due to the fact that these persons were not involved in the
administrative functions of their school and thus lacked the oppor¬
tunity to develop a holistic perspective of the school's operations.
All of those persons identified as key decision makers held
adminsitrative positions.

On the basis of this observation it was

decided that "non-key" persons would be omitted from the revised
interview schedule.

It was also decided that a method of obtaining

evidence of the validity of principals' responses should be derived.
Validating the responses of principals invovled the gathering
of evidence on the identity of the persons comprising the dominant
coalition.

This was dealt with in the following manner.

Principals

and deputy principals were interviewed on separate occasions by the
researcher.

The names of the persons identified by the principal and

deputy principal in each school as the persons comprising the
dominant coalition of that school were recorded separately.
number of common responses was noted.

The

This number was then divided

by the total number of different persons identified by the principal
and deputy principal for each school to yield an Identify Proportion
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(IDP).

A similar IDP was calculated for each of fifty-four

secondary schools visited by the researcher and an average IDP was
computed for all schools (Appendix C).

An average IDP of over 75

percent was taken as strong evidence of the validity of principals'
responses and hence of the validity of the identity of the persons
comprising the dominant coalition of Guyana's secondary schools.
One important methodological advantage of empirically identify¬
ing members of the dominant coalition is that variability of effec¬
tiveness criteria is likely to be reduced.

It has been stated that

variability of effectiveness criteria poses a serious methodological
problem for organizational researchers.

If, however, the assumption

that the dominant coalition reflects the divergent and often con¬
flicting views of various organizational constituencies is true, then
this factor does provide some degree of stability which from a
methodological point of view may be regarded as advantageous since it
allows a researcher to study the responses of the same subjects to
the same criteria over a period of time, assuming a stable dominant
coalition.

Such a study however would only be possible if there is

environmental stability and organizational dependencies remain con¬
stant.

In any case, another useful follow up study would be to test

the assumption that the views of the dominant coalition reflects the
views of other constituencies which comprise the organization.
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4.3

Sampling Procedure
The population of interest consisted of the members of the

dominant coalition of all secondary schools in Guyana.
eighty such schools.

There are

On the basis of the results obtained from

interviews conducted in 54 of these schools, it was felt that the
pattern that emerged could safely be generalized to all secondary
schools in the country.

This pattern consisted of senior officials

in the Ministry of Education and persons holding administrative
positions in schools.

The size and distribution of the population

are illustrated in Table 4.3.1.
Secondary schools are those schools which address the
educational needs of most 11 to 18 year olds in the country.

The

curricula of secondary schools are geared mostly toward preparing
students to be educated in the professions and toward providing
vocational and technical training.
ary schools in Guyana;
community high schools.

There are three types of second¬

senior secondary, junior secondary and
This stratification is based on the pur¬

pose for which each type of school exists.

The emphasis of senior

secondary schools is on academic training and the preparation of
students for careers in the professions.

Junior secondary schools

provide an all around basic secondary education with vocational
success in mind.

Graduates of these schools may enter teacher

training institutions or the public service.

A smaller percentage

will enter private commercial organizations.

The emphasis of

community high schools is mainly technical and vocational training.

92

Table 4.3.1
Size and Distribution of Population of Interest

Status of Persons

Number of Persons

Ministry of Education
Personnel

17

Principals

80

Deputy Principals

80

Senior Masters/Mistresses

C. 160 (avg. of 2 per school)

Heads of Departments

C. 240 (avg. of 3 per school)

Total

C. 577
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The aim of such schools according to the Ministry of Education (1976)
is to provide students with the necessary skills for them to become
self sufficient in their respective communities.

Ideally, these

schools are to provide the impetus for community development.

There

are less senior secondary schools than there are junior secondary and
community high schools.
Once members of the dominant coalition were identified for this
study, appropriate sampling procedures were employed in order to
select a representative sample of coalition members.

This sample of

coalition members was subjected to indepth interviews in order to
derive specific criteria of effectiveness for secondary schools.
These specific criteria were to be used to develop an instrument to
be administered to the population of interest.
A combination of proportional stratified sampling and simple
random sampling was used to select the sample of coalition members
for indepth interviews.

Stratification is a method of categorizing

the population into homogeneous groups and then drawing samples from
each group.

There were two main reasons for using a stratified

sampling technique at this point of the study.

First, given the

disproportionate nature of the composition of the membership of the
dominant coalition a simple random sampling technique would not have
assured representativeness of each category of coalition member.
Second, stratification produces homogeneous groups and sampling from
homogeneous groups results in greater precision of the estimates of
population characteristics (Raj, 1972; Cochran, 1977).
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Proportional stratified sampling, one of two types of strati¬
fied sampling procedures was used.

This form of stratified sampling

ensured that those categories of coalition members which appeared
with smaller frequencies in the population, appeared in adequate
numbers in the sample (Wright, 1979).
considered for the indepth interviews.

A sample of 64 persons was
Table 4.3.2 shows the dis¬

tribution of the sample of coalition members selected for these
interviews.
The two persons from the Ministry of Education were randomly
selected from the list of seventeen.

Since the number of senior

secondary, community high and junior secondary schools was roughly in
the proportion 1:2:3, then each of the remaining categories of
coalition members was divided into a similar proportion and members
were randomly selected from each type of school.

For example the

sample size of the category Heads of Departments which consisted of
27 persons was divided in the ratio 4:9:14 which meant that four
persons from this category were randomly selected from senior
secondary schools, nine from coranunity high schools and fourteen from
junior secondary schools.

Similarly, principals, deputy principals

and senior masters/mistresses were randomly selected from each type
of secondary school.

4.4

Development and Testing
of Instrumentation
Indepth interviews were conducted with the small, stratified,

random sample of members of the dominant coalition described in the

95

Table 4.3.2
Distribution of Sample of Coalition Members
Selected for In-depth Interviews

Category of
Coalition Member

Size

%

of Pop.

Sampling
Fraction

N in
Sample

Ministry of Education
Personnel

17

2.9

.087

2

Principals

80

13.8

.087

9

Deputy Principals

80

13-8

.087

9

Senior Masters/
Mistresses

C.160

27.7

.087

17

Heads of Departments

C.240

41.6

.087

27

Total

C.577

64
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preceding section.

The purpose of these interviews was to derive

potential criteria of effectiveness for the assessment of secondary
schools.

The directions emphasized criteria that characterized the

entire school as an organization rather than specific individuals or
departments within schools.

The interviews began with a few general

questions being asked by the researcher (Appendix D).

Follow up

questions addressed specific categories of criteria identified by the
interviewees.

Following the interview, a list of effectiveness

criteria, developed by the researcher was presented to each respond¬
ent who was asked to identify those criteria that were not relevant to
the assessment of the organizational effectiveness of secondary
schools in Guyana (Appendix E).

The purpose of the whole exercise

was to ensure the fullest possible coverage of effectiveness criteria
relevant to the assessment of secondary schools in Guyana.
Following the indepth interviews and interviewees’ responses to
the list of criteria presented by the researcher, a general list of
effectiveness criteria derived from both activities was made.

A

draft of the instrument was then developed and appropriate relia¬
bility studies were done.

A final draft of the instrument was then

administered to all members of the dominant coalition who rated on a
five point scale their perceptions of the appropriateness of each
criterion for assessing the organizational effectiveness of secondary
schools in Guyana (Appendix F).
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4.5

Reliability
Reliability refers to the accuracy or precision of a measuring

instrument (Kerlinger, 1973).

There are various methods of esti¬

mating reliability but one of the easiest ways to do so is by the
test/retest method.

Basically, test/retest reliability is the

process of obtaining a correlation coefficient between scores on two
administrations of the same test to the same subjects.

The greater

the correlation coefficient, the more reliable is the instrument.
For the purpose of this study, the test/retest method of estimating
reliability was used.

A test/retest pilot study was conducted on a

small random sample of 50 members of the dominant coalition.

Item

analysis procedures were used as a basis for revising the instrument.
Three reasons undergirded the choice of this method of esti¬
mating reliability.

One was its suitability, second was its

simplicity and the other was that it economized time, effort and
financial cost.

The other methods of estimating reliability seemed

to be less appropriate.

For example, in order to estimate

reliability using the alternate forms approach, one should be able to
ask the same questions in different ways.

The opportunities for

doing so in this study were limited given the level of specificity of
criteria used in the instrument.

Also, the task of constructing an

alternate form of an instrument would have been an expensive and time
consuming activity.

The problem with the split halves approach was

that one was likely to obtain a different estimate of reliability for
each way one decided to split the instrument.
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Test/retest reliability is based on the following set of as¬
sumptions.

First, the characteristic being studied remains stable

over time.

Second, there should be no differential or practice

effects.

Third, no differential learning should occur between the two

administrations of the instrument (Brown, 1976).
Although test/retest reliability is an intuitively appealing
procedure, it is not without its problems.

For example, a low

correlation coefficient between two administrations of a test may not
necessarily indicate poor reliability but it may be that respondents'
attitudes toward the concept have changed over time.

Since true

change is usually interpreted as measurement instability in the
assessment of test/retest reliability, there is the danger of
underestimating the degree of reliability in measurements over time
(Carmines & Zeller, 1979).
Another problem that leads to underestimation of the reli¬
ability coefficient is that of reactivity.

Reactivity refers to the

process whereby the respondent becomes sensitized to the phenomenon
being measured at the time of the first measurement and shows a
change of attitude at the time of the second measurement; the change
being due solely to the effects of the first measurement.
It has been argued that a low correlation coefficient could be
due to a poorly constructed instrument, the concept itself or to
reactivity.

Since it is very difficult to determine whether a low

retest correlation is the product of a poorly constructed instrument
or is due to the vagueness or uncertainty of the concept being
measured, one can only hope that a revision of the instrument based
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on an item analysis will lead to an improved reliability coefficient.
However, it is possible to determine whether a low correlation is due
to the effects of reactivity.

If differences on the second adminis¬

tration of the instrument are systematic across respondents, then it
is possible for one to attribute such changes to sensitizing effects.
Test/retest correlations can also lead to an overestimation of
the reliability coefficient.

For example, respondents may remember

their responses on the first measurement and this may influence their
responses on the second measurement of the instrument.

Consequently,

the effects of memory may inflate the estimation of the reliability
coefficient.

This raises the question of time lapse between the two

administrations of the instrument.

Nunnally (1972) has stated that

it is advisable to complete both administrations of the instrument
between two weeks to one month.

Even so he believes that memory is

likely to be a strong factor in overestimating the reliability coef¬
ficient.
Here, the researcher who uses the test/retest method of esti¬
mating reliability is faced with a dilemma.

A high correlation

coefficient may be indicative of the effects of memory but the longer
the researcher waits before administering the instrument a second
time, the greater are the chances that other factors such as
reactivity and differential learning may become operative thereby
resulting in a low correlation.

In an effort to minimize the factors

influencing underestimation and overestimation of the reliability
coefficient in this study, the second administration of the instru¬
ment was made three weeks after the first.
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Ideally, the final estimate of the reliability of the instru¬
ment should be derived using a test/retest method with the final
sample of respondents.

However, in order to minimize cost, the final

reliability estimate was obtained by using the SPSS subprogram
reliability with the total number of responses.

4.6

Validity
In addition to being reliable, a measuring instrument must also

be valid if it is to provide an accurate estimation of some phenom¬
enon.

In general, an instrument is valid to the extent that it

mesures what it purports to measure.

Strictly speaking, one does not

assess the validity of an instrument itself, but the instrument in
relation to the purpose for which it is being used (Carmines &
Zeller, 1979).

One often hears the argument being made that a

reliable instrument is also a valid one.
true.

This is not necessarily

An instrument can be reliable yet invalid for the purpose for

which it is being used.
reliability and validity.

However, there is a relationship between
For example, Lord and Novick (1968) state

that the validity of a test cannot exceed its index of reliability.
Thus, unless a test has high reliability its validity cannot be high.
However, high reliability does not guarantee high validity.

High

reliability is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for high
validity (Lord & Novick, 1968).

Computationally the relationship

between reliability and validity can be stated thus:

the square of

the reliability coefficient of a measuring instrument provides a
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upper limit for the estimation of its validity.

For example, if

the reliability of an instrument is .64, then its validity cannot
be less than .80.
Estimating the validity of the instrument to be used in this
study meant finding a way of determining whether the subjects'
responses on the instrument represented their true beliefs of the
phenomenon being measured.

Several ways of approaching this

problem were considered but many were found to be deficient.

For

example, one approach was to have an independent observer obtain
information on subjects' responses after they had responded to the
instrument.

The problem with this approach was that there was no

reason to believe that subjects would respond more accurately in
this instance than they did on the questionnaire.

A second

approach was to build into the instrument, items that would serve
as a check on the accuracy of subjects' responses.

Such items

have to be cleverly disguised so as not to appear obvious.

This

was thought to be a problem given the nature of the instrument.
third approach was simply to use face validity.

A

An instrument has

face validity when its items look like they measure what the
instrument is supposed to measure (Brown, 1976).

Face validity

may have an important influence in motivating subjects to respond
to the instrument and therefore may also influence validity.
However, the problem with this approach is that it does not
guarantee accurate measurement and it is not an empirical
assessment of the validity of the instrument.
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Two strategies were used to estimate the validity of the
instrument used in this study.

Both strategies contributed towards

the assessment of the accuracy of measurement.

One strategy,

that of a content validity study, was built in to the development of
the instrument.

Content validity may be estimated when a group of

independent judges rates the items of an instrument in terms of their
relevance to the phenomenon being measured.

As part of the instru¬

ment development process in this study, a group of independent
educators rated the extent to which the content of the criteria
corresponded to the content of a number of intuitively derived
factors (Appendix G).
This exercise was executed in the following manner.

First,

items on the instrument were intuitively grouped by the researcher
under thirteen subheads.

For example, 7 items seemed to be related

to the concept "school-community relations"
related to "administrative styles" and so on.

while 5 seemed to be
The content of each

subhead was defined by the researcher and a rating scale was pre¬
pared.

A group of ten educators was asked to rate on a five point

scale the extent to which the content of each item matched the
content of the subhead it was purported to measure.

This strategy

for estimating the content validity of an instrument was developed by
Hambleton (1979).

Various statistical analyses of the ratings were

performed in order to estimate the extent of agreement of the judges'
ratings of item-factor fit.

The other strategy for estimating the validity of instrument
was done as follows.

A list of the items on the instrument was given

to each of thirty randomly selected secondary school administrators.
Subjects were asked to respond to two questions.

First, they are

asked to include any additional criteria which they felt should be
used for assessing the organizational effectiveness of secondary
schools in Guyana.

Second, they were asked to indicate any criteria

which they felt should be omitted from the list.
quantified in the following manner.

Responses were

The average numbers of criteria

suggested by respondents for inclusion and omission were calculated.
These numbers were then used to calculate the proportion of criteria
judged by respondents to be included and omitted, relative to the
total number of criteria used in the list.

For example, if on the

average respondents judged that three criteria should have been
included and a total of 50 criteria were used on the list, then the
inclusion proportion would have been three out of 50 or six percent.
Similarly, an omission proportion was calculated.

Low inclusion and

omission percentages indicated high validity while high inclusion and
omission percentages indicated poor validity.
instrument is presented in Appendix H.

An example of this
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4.7

Statistical Procedures

4.7.1

Factor Analysis

A correlation matrix may or may not enable one to identify by
inspection clusters of criteria which may be indicative of underlying
dimensions of the effectiveness construct.

Thus a better procedure

for determining the factors implicit in the criteria is to factor
analyze the correlation matrix.
Factor anaysis is based on the assumption that observed covari¬
ation among variables is due to underlying common factors (On Kim &
Muller, 1978).

It is a statistical procedure for determining the

number of factors necessary to account for most of the intercorrela¬
tions among a set of variables.

Factor analysis was used as an

exploratory and data reduction technique in this study (Kerlinger,
1979).
There are several methods of factor analysis.
in this study was principal factoring with iteration.

The method used
This is the

most widely accepted factoring method, the use of which is recom¬
mended for researchers with limited experience in using factor
analytic procedures (Nie et al., 1975).

The eigenvalue criterion was

used to determine the number of factors to be extracted from the
data.

The initial factor structure was orthogonally rotated using

the varimax method of rotation in order to obtain a more inter¬
pretable factor structure.

105

4.7.2

t-Test

Despite the notion of consensus implicit in the concept of the
dominant coalition, this researcher believed that differences may have
existed in the perceptions of the groups which comprised that body. It
was felt that the lower one’s status in the administrative structure
was, the more one’s responses may have deviated from the responses of
those groups in the upper levels of the hierarchy.

In particular,

this researcher felt that the perceptions of deputy principals,
senior masters/mistresses and heads of departments may each have
differed significantly from perceptions of principals.

Thus, in

more statistical terms, it was hypothesized that the mean responses
of deputy principals, seniors and department heads were each
significantly different from the mean responses of principals.

As a

result, a number of planned comparisons using the Bonferroni t
procedure were performed in order to test the following specific
hypotheses.

1. H0: Ui - U2>0
Hi: Ux - U2<0

2. H0: U2 - U3>0
Hl: u2 " U3<0

3. H0: U2 - U4>0
Hl; u2 ~ u4^

The difference between the means of groups 1
and 2 is equal to or greater than zero.

The difference between the means of groups 2
and 3 is equal to or greater than zero.

The difference between the means of groups 2
and 4 is equal to or greater than zero.
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4. Ho: U2 - U5>0

The difference between the means of groups

2

and 5 is equal to or greater than zero.

Hl: U2 " u5<0
5. H-^:

Uj + U2
2

-

U3 + U4 + U5 > 0
3

H]_:

Ui + U2

-

U3 + U4 + Us <0

2

3

The difference between the
average of groups 1 and 2
and the average of groups
3, 4, and 5 is equal to or
greater than zero.

The use of the Bonferroni t is an appropriate procedure for use
here.

The assumptions for this procedure are the same as those for

the t statistic.

The execution of multiple t-tests has the effect of

spuriously inflating the alpha level thereby increasing the risk of
committing a Type 1 error, that is, of falsely rejecting a null
hypothesis when that hypothesis may be true.

However, the Bonferroni

procedure states that

a set

b
< E

a.

1

i=1

where

is the Type 1 error rate for the test of the i^ of a set of

b null hypotheses, and aget is the probability that one or more be
rejected, given that all are true (Harris, 1975).

Since this
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researcher is interested in testing a set of 5 comparisons at the .05
level of significance, the application of the Bonferroni t allows the
researcher to divide the level of significance (a) evenly among the 5
hypotheses thus facilitating the test of each hypothesis at the .01
level of significance.

Therefore, 5 one-tailed tests each at the .01

level of significance keeps the experimentwise error rate for the 5
tests at .05.

CHAPTER

V

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

5.1

Identifying; the Dominant
Coalition

5.1.1 Patterns of Dependence
The results of this phase of the study were analyzed with
reference to the concepts of dependence, resource control and
decision making regarding the setting of goals for secondary schools.
Findings related to each of the above mentioned concepts are pre¬
sented and discussed.
Results of interviews indicated that secondary schools in
Guyana were dependent on a large number of organizations for various
types of resources.

Schools were categorized in order to determine

whether patterns of dependence differed with location of schools and
types of schools.

No difference in the pattern of dependence was

noted between schools in rural and urban areas.

In both these geo¬

graphical areas interviewees consistently identified the Ministry of
Education, various government corporations, regional, town and local
administrative councils, private businesses and so forth, as the
kinds of organizations on which secondary schools were dependent.
However, there was a difference in the pattern of dependence with
respect to type of school.

Community High Schools seemed more

dependent on government corporations, private business and on
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military service organizations.

This pattern of dependence is

probably due to the practical nature of the Community High School
program which has a built in work-study component.

As such, these

schools depend upon such organizations to provide suitable work
experiences for their students. The diagram below shows the kinds of
organizations on which secondary schools are most dependent.
The three government ministries identified by respondents were
the Ministry of Education, the Ministry of Works, and the Ministry of
National Development.

Of these, schools were most dependent on the

Ministry of Education, many units of which were specifically identi¬
fied by respondents.

For example, since policy making with respect

to secondary education in Guyana is centralized in this Ministry,
principals look to the policy and planning unit for guidance and
leadership.

Schools are also financially dependent on the Ministry

of Education for payment of teachers' salaries and for the allocation
of grants to cover basic operational costs.

In this respect, the

salaries unit of the Ministry is important.

Another section that

was specifically mentioned was the book distribution unit.

This unit

was seen to be of particular importance since the government
announced its program of free textbook distribution.

Other units in

the Ministry of Education on which secondary schools were particu¬
larly dependent were the curriculum development center, the training
division and the examinations division.
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Regional, Town and Local
Administrative Councils

Voluntary

Business
Organizations

Figure 5.1.1.

Service
Commission

Diagram showing organizations on which
Secondary Schools are dependent.
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The Ministry of Education however cannot meet the total finan¬
cial needs of the secondary schools in the country so that current
annual allocations are grossly inadequate to meet spiralling
maintenance and operational costs.

It is in this respect that many

of the other organizations identified by respondents play an
important role.

For example, the Ministry of Works was consistently

identified as an organization on which secondary schools were
dependent for the loan of equipment primarily for agricultural
purposes and for the loan of personnel to carry out vital mainten¬
ance and repair jobs in such schools.

Regional, town and local

administrative councils were also seen to be important in this
respect in addition to providing funds although on a very limited
scale.
In addition to providing relevant work experiences for students
in Community High Schools, private business organizations, government
corporations and military service organizations also provide funds,
material and equipment to secondary schools.

For example, schools

are sometimes provided with gifts of classroom furniture or pieces of
office equipment or a set of agricultural tools.

Often cash dona¬

tions are given or business enterprises would offer articles at
reduced prices to schools.

Recently however, this form of assistance

has not been very regular.

In an effort to provide a more consistent

and reliable source of support for their schools, some secondary
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school principals have been pursuing a policy of adoption.

Under

this system, a principal will negotiate with a business organization,
primarily a government corporation to adopt his/her school.

If the

principal is successful, then that organization will undertake to
meet various needs of the school.

Some secondary schools have

received tangible support from their "foster organizations" but the
idea has not been very successful primarily because of the poor state
of the national economy.
Religious organizations were also identified as being important
in that many such organizations were actively invovled in fund rasing
activities to help schools.

In some cases, churches had even donated

large tracts of land to certain schools for agricultural purposes.
For example, Buxton Community High School (CHS) had received such a
gift of land from a nearby church and Leonora CHS was also in the
process of negotiating such a gift from a local church at the time
these interviews were being conducted.

Churches also frequently

offered the services of resoruce personnel to lecture to students on
the significance of national religious festivals.
cularly true for the Hindu and Moslem churches.

This was parti¬
Another organization

that was consistently identified by interviewees was the Lions Club.
This organization was seen to be important in that it provided
materials, equipment and funds to schools.
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Parent Teachers' Associations were also consistently identified
as being important.

Schools depended on these organizations mainly

for political and financial support and to provide personnel to
service various fund raising drives.

Secondary schools were also

dependent on the Teaching Service Commission to fulfill their
staffing needs.

This Commission is an autonomous body which appoints

teachers to various schools.
A number of important points emerge from the preceding descrip¬
tion.

First, it has been pointed out that the Ministry of Education

is the organization on which secondary schools are most dependent.
This dependence exists in relation to resource procurement as in
terms of the issuing of general policy guidelines.

Second, second¬

ary schools also draw vital support from organizations within their
community.

This observation threatened to complicate the task of

identifying members of the dominant coalition.

Thompson (1967) had

stated that the more dependent an organization was on elements in its
environment, the greater the influence of these elements in goal
setting decisions of the organization.

The results of the survey

showed that secondary schools were in fact dependent on a wide range
of organizations and even though they were most dependent on the
Ministry of Education they could not function with any great degree
of effectiveness without the support they received from other organ¬
izations in their environment.

However, these latter organizations

were not influential in goal setting decisions of secondary schools
but rather, in rendering assistance that helped to facilitate
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achievement of the schools’ goals as set out by the Ministry of
Education and the administration of each school.

On the basis of

this observation, it became clear that the most crucial criterion for
identifying members of the dominant coalition was not simply depend¬
ence but more specifically, dependence on decision making regarding
the goals of secondary schools.

Thus, it was observed that organi¬

zations on which secondary schools were dependent could be categor¬
ized into two groups.

In one group was the organization responsible

for making policy decisions with respect to goals for secondary
schools (i.e., the Ministry of Education).

In the other group were

those organizations which helped to facilitate achievement of those
goals.

5.1.2 Composition of the
Dominant Coalition in
Guyana's Secondary Schools

Using the criterion of dependence on decision making, it was
observed that the persons rno3t commonly identified as being respon¬
sible for decision making regarding the setting of goals for
secondary schools were the following two groups; Ministry of Educa¬
tion personnel and personnel in secondary schools who held adminis¬
trative positions.

Persons in the Ministry of Education most

frequently identified were the Minister of Education, the Permanent
Secretary, the Chief Education Officer, the Deputy Chief Education
Officers, the Assistant Chief Education Officer, and the Senior
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Education Officers.

These persons were seen by interviewees to be

responsible for the establishment of policy and the setting of broad
goals for secondary schools.

Persons in the schools who were viewed

as key decision makers were the principals, deputy principals, senior
masters/mistresses and heads of departments.

Of the latter group,

heads of the following departments were most frequently mentioned;
agricultural science, home economics, industrial arts and science.
The importance of these departments is reflective of the government's
emphasis on vocational, technical and science education.

A list of

persons identified for each school visited by the researcher is given
in Appendix C.
Thus, persons identified as members of the dominant coalition
of secondary schools in Guyana may be categorized into two groups,
namely; an internal and an external component of the dominant
coalition.

The external component of the dominant coalition, i.e.,

officials of the Ministry of Education, determine broad policy
decisions regarding the goals of secondary education.

The internal

component of the dominant coalition, i.e., principals, deputy
principals, senior masters/mistresses and department heads set their
own goals for their respective schools within the broad guidelines
established by the external component of the dominant coalition.
The following diagram illustrtes the typical structural ele¬
ments of the dominant coalition as perceived by principals and deputy
principals of secondary schools in Guyana.
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Dominant Coalition

External Component
Minister of* Education
Permanent Secretary
Chief Education Officer
Deputy Chief Education Officers
Assistant Chief Education Officer
Senior Education Officers

Figure 5.1.2.

Internal Component
Principals
Deputy Principals
Senior Masters/Mistresses
Heads of Departments

Diagram showing composition of the dominant
coalition of secondary schools in Guyana.

In a small number of schools some teachers have been assigned
positions such as students' welfare officer and public relations
officer by the internal component of the dominant coalition.

Such

teachers carry slightly reduced teaching loads in order to facilitate
accomplishment of duties related to such positions.

The establish¬

ment of such positions should be seen as an important and positive
step in the administration of secondary schools.

At a time when

schools must depend increasingly upon elements in their environment
for various forms of support, the appointment of persons to establish
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and maintain vital linkages between the school and its community is
of particular importance to the effective functioning of such
schools.

However, while such persons have not yet been identified as

part of the internal component of the dominant coalition, they could
become important decision makers as their schools become more dynamic
organisms in their respective communities.

5.1.3 Elements Affecting the
Validity of the Composition
of the Dominant Coalition
The validity of the identity of the persons comprising the
dominant coalition was computed by means of an identity proportion
(IDP).

The range of IDP’s for 54 secondary schools was 60% to 100%.

The average IDP for these schools was 85.2%.

This high validity

coefficient seems to suggest adequate evidence of the validity of the
identity of persons comprising the dominant coalition of Guyana's
secondary schools.
Despite such convincing validity evidence however, there could
be problems with the identity of the members comprising the dominant
coalition.

Interviews designed to identify members of the dominant

coalition were conducted at a time when the job security of teachers
was being threatened.

The national economy was on the verge of

bankruptcy and many teachers feared dismissal from their jobs.
it may be that principals and deputy principals in an attempt

Thus,

118

to appear democratic and progressive in their leadership and to give
the impression of a cooperative climate in their schools, identified
a certain decision-making structure to the researcher which in
reality may not have existed.

This situation is an important

potential element which may have affected the validity of the compo¬
sition of the dominant coalition identified in the interviews.
However, even if the persons identified by the principals and
deputy principals are indeed involved in decision making with respect
to goal setting in their schools, two other important questions need
to be addressed.

First, it would be useful to know what is the

extent of participation in decision making by each of the different
groups that appears to comprise the dominant coalition.

If there is

great disparity among the groups in terms of the extent of partici¬
pation then this finding may have implications for the composition of
that body.

It may be that there is a smaller dominant group within

the currently identified dominant coalition.

Thus, the appearance of

certain persons in that group may be more cosmetic than functional.
Systematic observation of the decision making process could solve
this problem.

Second, and more important however, are the

perceptions of these groups of the significance of their
participation in decision making transactions.

If each group feels

that its participation is important and that its contributions do
influence the course of decisions and kinds of goals, then the
dominant coalition identified in the interviews may be valid.
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One limitation of the attempt to validate the composition of
the dominant coalition as described in this study is, that validity
evidence was obtained from only one of four groups from which such
data could have been derived.

Principals were used as the basis for

identifying members of the dominant coalition and evidence of the
validity of their responses was collected by interviewing deputy
principals.

It may be that the perceptions of principals and deputy

principals who occupy the two most senior positions in schools
differ from the perceptions of other administrators in the school.
Thus,

in addition to the evidence reported in this study,

it would

have been also appropriate to obtain evidence of the validity of
principals' responses from other groups of administrators as well.
Such an approach would probably have provided stronger evidence of
the validity of the composition of the dominant coalition.

5.2

Sample

5.2.1 Sampling for Interviews
Sixty-four persons were scheduled to receive indepth interviews
for the purpose of deriving specific criteria of effectiveness (Table
4.3.2).

Of this number only 25 were actually interviewed.

This

number was arrived at by randomly reducing the original sample size
by approximately a half.

Thus, the assumption of representativeness

of the reduced sample was assured.

Table 5.2.1 shows the distribu¬

tion of the actual number of coalition members selected for indepth
interviews.
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Table 5.2.1
Table Showing Distribution of Actual Number
of Coalition Members Selected for In-depth Interviews

Category of
Coalition
Member

Size

%

of Pop.

Sampling
Fraction

N. in
Sample
(Plan)

Actual
N. in
Sample

Ministry of Education Personnel

17

2.9

.087

2

1

Principals
Deputy Principals

80
80

13.8
13.8

.087
.087

9
9

4
4

Senior Masters/
Mistresses

C.160

27.7

.087

17

6

Heads of
Departments

C.240

41.6

.087

27

10

Total

C.577

64

25
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There were two reasons for proceeding with the study using a
reduced sample size.

First, it had become very costly to personally

fund the study and therefore it was necessary to effect budget cuts.
Reduction of the sample size for indepth interviews greatly reduced
travel costs.

Second, was the time factor.

Each indepth interview

required on the average about 1 1/2 hours to complete.

Family

commitments together with those of a full time teaching job meant
that it was only possible to do one interview per day.

Since schools

closed in mid-July for the academic year, it was necessary to have
these interviews completed well in advance so that the final
instrument could be developed, distributed and returned before the
end of the academic year.

Thus, reduction of the sample size for

indepth interviews enabled the researcher to complete the data
gathering process before schools closed.
Reducing the size of the number of persons to be interviewed
raised questions about the validity of the effectiveness criteria
obtained.

The researcher was primarily concerned whether important

criteria would be omitted from the final list.

However, a reduced

sample size did not seem to affect the comprehensiveness of the list
of criteria obtained.

Two factors support this conclusion.

One, the

researcher discovered that as the number of persons interviewed
approached 20, very few new criteria were being obtained through
additional interviews.
beyond 25 interviews.

Thus, it did not appear necessary to continue
Second, a validity study with 18 other

randomly selected coalition members revealed very low inclusion and
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omission percentages.

Respondents were asked to include other

criteria they considered important for assessing secondary school
effectiveness and to omit those which they felt should were inappro¬
priate.

Inclusion and omission proportions of 2.8$ and 3.2$

respectively were obtained.

This indicated that the criteria

generated by the sample of 25 was quite a comprehensive list.

5.2.2

Final Sample

Five hundred and seventy-seven questionnaires were administered
to senior personnel in the Ministry of Education and secondary school
administrators.
were returned.

Four hundred and twenty-one completed questionnaires
Of this number, 403 were usable.

incompleted questionnaires were discarded.
rate of 69.8$.

Eighteen

This represented a return

A breakdown of the number of usable questionnaires

according to status of respondents is presented in Table 5.2.2.
The unusually stable percentage return rate for each category
of respondent was probably due to the fact that the researcher per¬
sonally distributed and collected questionnaires.

This activity took

place primarily on the coastal region of the country where most of
the secondary schools are located.

Questionnaires were mailed to

schools in the interior of the country but since there was no way of
checking on the number of responses from these schools, it may be
that there is an under-representation of data from these interior
areas.
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Table 5.2.2
Number of Returned Questionnaires by
Status of Respondents

Status of Persons

Number
Samples

Number of Returned
Questionnaires

Percentage

Ministry of Education
Personnel

17

12

70.6

Principals

80

56

70.0

Deputy Principals

80

57

71.2

Senior Masters/
Mistresses

C.160

115

73.1

Heads of Departments

C.240

161

67.0

Total

C.577

403

69.8
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5.3

The Instrument
The instrument comprised 82 items of which 81 were effective¬

ness criteria.

The final item on the questionnaire dealt with the

status of the respondents.
One criticism of the instrument is that the items do not seem
to require much thought on the part of the respondents.
appear obvious.

The answers

However, in an attempt to prevent response set the

wording of 12 randomly selected items was reversed.

The items on the

instrument were written to reflect as far as possible the actual
words of the interviewees.

Therefore, stating them any other way

might have invalidated the instrument.

One way of obtaining a

greater variety of items was to get criteria of effectiveness refletive of the views of other constituencies which comprised secondary
schools.

This, however, would not have allowed the researcher to

test the assumption that the views of the dominant coalition reflect
the views of the other constituencies that comprise the organization.

5.4

Reliability
A sample of 20 persons was selected for a test/retest reli¬

ability study of the instrument.

Five persons from each of the four

categories principal, deputy principal, senior master/mistress and
head of department were randomly selected.

Eighteen persons

responded to both administrations of the instrument.
reliability coefficient of .93 was computed.

A test/retest

This coefficient was

obtained by summing the scores for each respondent and by correlating
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the total score for each respondent on the first administration of
the instrument with that person's total score on the second adminis¬
tration of the instrument.

The Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences (SPSS), subprogram reliability was also used to compute an
index of homogeneity.

Homogeneity is defined as the consistency of

performance over all items on a test (Brown, 1976).

It is an index

of a test's internal consistency and indicates the degree to which
the items are intercorrelated (Brown, 1976).

The SPSS subprogram

which uses Cochran's test of internal consistency yielded a reli¬
ability index of .96.

This means that the items on the scale appear

to be measuring the same attribute.

Every item on the scale had high

item total correlations except items 11, 41, and 51, each of which
had correlation coefficients of .21, .15, and .23 respectively with
the total scale.
One explanation for the behavior of the three items is that
they may not be measuring the same characteristic as the other items
appear to be doing and this may be due to a number of reasons.

For

example, results of item by group crosstabulations, showed in Table
5.4.1 (a) and (b) revealed that respones on items 11 and 41 were
well distributed over the five possible answer choices.

Such items

might have been controversial or might have been misinterpreted by
the respondents.

For instance, it is possible that the content of

item 11 which expresses the idea of parental criticism of classroom
practice may have conflicted philosophically with a more traditional,
authoritative position which many Guyanese teachers appear to hold.
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Table 5.4.1 (a)
Table Showing Crosstabulation of Categories
of Coalition Members by Item 11
(Parental Criticism of Classroom Practice)
Category of
Coalition
Members

Ministry of Education
Personnel

Very Ap- Appropropriate priate

Somewhat
Appro¬
priate

Inappro¬
priate

2
16.7
6.7
.5

5
41.7
4.7
1.2

5
41.7
3.1
1.2

n
0
0
0

1
1.8
3.3
.2

17
30.4
16.0
4.2

28
50.0
17.3
6.9

Deputy Principals

5
8.8
16.7
1.2

11
19.3
10.4
2.7

Senior Masters/
Mistresses

11
9.4
36.7
2.7

Heads of Departments

Principals

Total

Very
Appro- Row
priate Total

U

n
0
0
0

1c
3.0

9
16.1
12.3
2.2

1
1.8
3.1
.2

56
13.9

25
43.9
15.4
6.2

9
15.8
12.3
2.2

7
12.3
21.9
1.7

57
14.1

35
29.9
33.0
8.7

40
34.2
24.7
9.9

18
15.4
24.7
4.5

13
11.1
40.6
3.2

117
19.0

11
6.8
36.7
2.7

38
23.6
35.8
9.4

64
39.8
39.5
15.9

37
23.0
50.7
9.2

11
6.8
34.4
2.7

161
40.0

30
7.4

106
26.3

162
40.2

73
18.1

32
7.9

403
100.0

1O
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Table 5.4.1 (b)
Table Showing Crosstabulation of Categories
of Coalition Member by Item 41
(Non-graduate Teachers)
Categories
of Coalition
Member

Ministry of
Education
Personnel

Very
Appropriate

Appropriate

Somewhat
Appropriate

Inappropriate

Verv
Inappro-- Row
priate Total

0
0
0
0

2
16.7
1.4
.5

5
41.7
3.1
1.2

3
25.0
10.7
.7

2
16.7
16.7
.5

12
3.0

8
14.3
12.3
2.0

22
39.3
15.9
5.5

20
35.7
12.5
5.0

4
7.1
14.3
1.0

2
3.6
16.7
.5

56
13.9

5
8.8
7.7
1.2

17
29.8
12.3
4.2

31
54.4
19.4
7.7

3
5.3
10.7
.7

1
1.8
8.3
.2

57
14.1

Senior Masters/
Mistresses

21
17.9
32.3
5.2

41
35.0
29.7
10.2

41
35.0
25.6
10.2

11
9.4
39.3
2.7

3
2.6
25.0
.7

117
29.0

Heads of Departments

31
19.3
47.7
7.7

56
34.8
40.6
13.9

63
39.1
39.4
15.6

7
4.3
25.0
1.7

4
2.5
33.3
1.0

161
40.0

Total

65
16.1

138
34.2

160
39.7

28
6.9

12
3.0

403
100.0

Principals

Deputy Principals
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Thus, in addition to being controversial, this item was probably more
a measure of teachers’ philosophy rather than of effectiveness
criteria.
Items 41 and 51 were two of the 12 items that were reversed in
order to guard against response set.

The content of item 41,

non-graduate teachers" may have been ambiguous since respondents
could have interpreted the word "graduate" to mean either teachers
who were not university graduates or teachers who were not graduates
of teacher training colleges or neither of the two.

Item 51,

"teacher dissatisfaction with conditions of employment," may also
have been measuring another attribute.

However, despite the low

item-total correlations of these three items, their removal from the
instrument would have only a negligible effect on the reliability
coefficient of .96.
Perhaps a better way of estimating the reliability of the
instrument would have been to calculate the average item consistency
of respondents' answers on each administration of the test and to
correlate the two sets of scores.

This way, a reliability

coefficient for each item on the scale would have been obtained.
Item reliability is important if one is interested in comparing the
performance of different groups on each item or, if one is interested
in the performance of one group on the items over time.

However,

since the researcher was not interested in either of these processes,
the use of the total score for the purpose of computing a reliability
estimate seemed adequate.

129
5.5

Validity
Thirty randomly selected secondary school administrators were

each given a list of the items comprising the instrument and were
asked to include any other criteria which they perceived to be
appropriate and to omit any from the list of criteria which they felt
were inappropriate.

Eighteen persons responded to this exercise,

seven of whom suggested that a total of 15 items be included.

The

researcher assumed that the 11 persons who did not respond to this
aspect of the exercise had nothing to add to the list of criteria.
Therefore, the average number of criteria suggested for inclusion was
calculated on the basis of the 7 persons who responded.

The average

number of criteria suggested for inclusion was 2.3 which represented
an inclusion proportion of 2.8$.

Some of the items suggested for

inclusion were:
- a clearly stated code of conduct for teachers
- the schools' involvement in staff selection
- peer evaluation among staff
- percentage of student dropouts
- less disruption of schools' programs by political and other
extracurricular activities.
Ten of the 18 respondents suggested that a total of 26 items be
omitted from the list.

Again, it was assumed that the remaining 8

who did not respond did not wish to omit any of the items.

The
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average number of criteria suggested for omission was 2.6 which
represented an omission proportion of 3.2%.

Since the inclusion and

omission proportions were fairly small (2.8% and 1.2%), then this can
be taken as strong evidence of the validity of the instrument.
Table 5.5.1 shows a partial list of the items suggested for
omission.

Only items with frequencies of 2 and over are reported.

Since it may be unwise to generalize to a large population
(N>500) on the basis of a very small sample size (N=l8) one can only
offer speculative comments on the observations in Table 5.5.1.

The

items identified for omission seem to suggest that secondary school
administrators are hesitant to have their professional competence
questioned by "outsiders."

This attitude is understandable.

However, parents and students are not "outsiders" but are important
components of the school organization and therefore their inputs are
important for the effective functioning of that organization.

Also,

since schools are becoming increasingly dependent on their respective
communities, then parents and students may soon become a more
effective source of quality control in schools.
The second attempt to validate the instrument involved the
ratings of a group of administrators.
was described in the preceding Chapter.

The procedure for this inquiry
Statistical analyses of the

ratings of a group of 10 administrators revealed the following
results.

The mean rating for each item was calculated.

Item means

ranged from 3.3 to 5.0 which indicated that the items were rated as
being slightly above "good" to "excellent."

The median rating for
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Table 5.5.1
Frequencies of Items Identified for Omission

Item

8. Parental observation of classroom practice.

Frequency

2

11. Parental criticism of classroom practice.

3

16. Home visits by teachers.

2

22. Clearly stated rights and responsibilities of
students.

2

27. Student evaluation of teacher performance.

2

59. Decentralized decision making.

2

81. A less aggressive/authoritarian posture by the
Ministry of Education in dealing with schools.

2
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each item was also computed.

By calculating the discrepancy between

the median ratings for the items and each individual’s ratings for
the items, the researcher was able to detect the closeness of each
rater’s responses to the median responses.
summed across all items for each rater.

Discrepancy scores were

A large discrepancy score

meant that a particular rater was in disagreement with the ratings of
the group.

Three of the 10 raters had discrepancy scores of 63, 68.5

and 83 while the scores of the remaining seven ranged from 20 to 45.
Thus, it can be said that 70% of the raters were in close agreement
in terms of their ratings of the items.
The standard deviation (s.d.) of the scores for each item was
also calculated.

This statistic also provided an indication of the

extent of agreement among raters.

The average s.d. for all items on

the scale was .68 which indicated that overall, there was fairly close
agreement among raters.

This can be interpreted as further evidence

of the content validity of the instrument.

Table 5.5.2 shows the

summary and analysis of the judges' ratings.

5.6

Factor Structure
A principal components analysis was conducted with the data.

An eigenvalue criterion of 1.0 was used to extract factors for the
varimax rotation.

Nineteen factors accounting for 66.5% of the total

variance were extracted.

Table 5.6.1 shows the eigenvalues and

percentages of the 19 factors.
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Table 5.5.2
Summary and Analysis of Judges' Ratings

1

Judges’ Ratings
4
5
6
7

8

9

10

24454443

5

5

2

35523553

4

3

34433455

4

1

2

3

Summary Statistics
Mean Median S.D.

4.0

4

.63

4

3.9

4

1.03

4

5

4.0

4

.31

45453553

4

5

4.3

4.5

.77

5

43554543

5

5

4.2

4.5

.87

6

54322435

5

5

3.8

4

1.16

7

4

1

4

5

3.4

4

1.11

8

35452443

2

5

3.7

4

1.08

9

45553545

5

5

4.6

5

.61

10

24443435

5

5

4.0

4

.63

11

2

5

2

4

3.6

4

1.68

12

55553555

5

5

4.8

5

.42

13

35353545

5

5

4.3

5

.90

14

54553555

5

5

4.7

5

.64

15

35553545

5

5

4.5

5

.80

16

1

5

4

5

3.3

3.5

17

44433535

5

5

4.1

4

.83

18

35554525

4

5

4.2

5

1.07

19

45552525

5

4

4.2

5

1.16

20

45533525

5

5

4.2

5

1.07

21

25454555

5

5

4.5

5

.92

22

55522425

5

5

4.0

5

1.09

23

35522545

4

5

4.0

4.5

3

5

4

4

5

4

2

4

2

4

1

3

3

5

3

4

4

2

1.26

.89
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Table 5.5.2 (continued)

Sub¬
head

5

6

7

8

Judges' ;Ratings
4
5
6
7

Test
Item

1

2

3

24

5

5

5

5

5

5

25

3

5

5

5

3

26

4

5

5

5

27

3

4

4

28

4

4

29

5

30

Summary Statistics
Mean Median S.D.

8

9

10

4

5

4

5

4.8

5

.40

5

4

5

5

5

4.5

5

.80

4

5

4

5

5

5

4.7

5

.45

4

3

4

3

5

3

5

3.8

4

.74

5

5

4

5

5

5

5

5

4.2

5

.80

5

5

5

4

4

5

5

5

5

4.8

5

.40

4

5

5

4

4

4

4

5

5

5

4.5

4.5

.50

31

3

5

5

5

3

4

4

5

5

5

4.4

5

.85

32

4

5

5

5

3

4

3

5

4

5

4.3

4.5

.78

33

4

5

5

5

3

5

2

5

3

5

4.2

5

1.07

34

5

5

5

5

3

5

4

5

4

5

4.6

5

.66

35

4

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

4.9

5

.30

36

4

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

4.9

5

.30

37

4

4

5

5

4

5

5

5

5

5

4.7

5

.45

38

5

5

5

5

4

5

5

5

5

5

4.9

5

.30

39

4

5

4

5

4

4

4

5

5

5

4.5

4.5

.50

40

4

5

5

4

4

4

4

5

5

5

4.5

4.5

.50

41

3

5

5

4

3

3

4

4

4

5

4.1

4

.77

42

4

5

5

4

4

3

4

5

4

5

4.3

4

.64

43

4

5

5

4

5

4

5

5

4

5

4.6

5

.45

44

4

5

3

4

3

5

3

5

4

5

3.9

4

.90

45

5

5

4

3

4

5

4

5

5

5

4.5

5

.67

46

5

5

4

3

4

5

5

5

5

5

4.6

5

.66

5

5

4

3

4

5

5

5

5

5

4.6

5

.66

47
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Table 5.5.2 (continued)
Test
Item

1

2

3

48

5

5

5

4

4

5

49

5

5

5

5

4

50

5

5

5

5

51

4

5

3

52

3

5

53

4

54

Summary Statistics
Mean Median S.D.

8

9

10

4

5

5

5

4.7

5

.45

5

5

5

5

5

4.9

5

• 30

4

5

5

5

5

5

4.9

5

• 30

5

5

5

4

5

5

5

4.6

5

.66

5

5

4

5

5

5

5

5

4.7

5

.64

5

5

5

4

5

4

5

5

5

4.7

5

.45

5

5

5

5

4

5

5

5

5

5

4.9

5

.30

55

4

3

5

5

5

5

5

5

3

5

4.5

5

.80

56

3

5

4

5

4

4

4

5

5

4

4.3

4

.64

57

4

5

5

5

4

5

5

5

5

5

4.8

5

.40

58

4

5

5

5

4

5

4

5

5

5

4.7

5

.45

59

3

5

5

5

3

5

5

5

5

5

4.6

5

.80

60

5

5

4

5

4

5

5

5

5

5

4.8

5

.40

61

4

4

5

5

4

5

5

5

5

5

4.7

5

.45

62

3

5

5

5

3

5

4

5

5

5

4.5

5

.80

63

5

5

5

5

4

5

5

5

5

4

4.8

5

.28

64

5

5

5

5

4

5

4

5

5

5

4.8

5

.28

65

4

5

5

5

4

5

3

5

5

5

4.6

5

.66

66

4

5

5

5

4

5

5

5

5

5

4.8

5

.40

67

4

5

5

5

5

4

5

5

4

5

4.7

5

.45

68

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

4

5

4.9

5

.30

69

5

5

5

5

5

5

4

5

5

5

4.9

5

.30

70

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5.0

5

.00

71

4

4

5

5

4

4

2

5

4

5

4.2

4

.87

72

3

3

5

5

4

5

2

5

3

5

4.0

4.5

.63

73

4

3

5

5

4

5

3

5

4

5

CO
•

Judges’ Ratings
4
5
6
7

4.5

.97

74

4

4

5

5

3

5

1

5

3

5

4.0

4.5

1.09

136

Table 5.5.2 (continued)
Subhead

Test
Item

1

2

3

12

75

5

5

5

5

4

5

76

4

5

5

2

4

77

4

4

4

3

78

3

4

4

79

5

5

80

5

81

13

Judges’
Discrepancies from
Median
Ratings

Judges' Ratings
4
5
6
7

Summary Statistics
Mean Median S.D.

8

9

10

2

5

5

5

4.6

5

.91

5

2

5

5

5

4.2

5

1.17

4

4

3

5

4

5

3.9

4

.82

3

4

5

4

5

4

5

4.0

4

.31

5

3

5

5

5

5

5

5

4.8

5

.60

4

5

3

3

5

3

5

3

5

4.1

4.5

.94

5

5

5

2

5

5

3

5

5

5

4.5

5

63

23

21

45

83

20 68.5 26 .5 21 24

1.02

Average S.D.
for all Items =
.68
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Table 5.6.1
Eigenvalues and Percentages of Variance
Accounted for by the 19 Factors
(n=403)
Factors

Eigenvalues

Percent of Variance

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

23.87
3.33
3.31
2.32
2.00
1.89
1.81
1.67
1.49
1.41
1.39
1.37
1.32
1.22
1.20
1.13
1.11
1.04
1.03

29.5
4.1
3.9
2.9
2.5
2.3
2.2
2.1
1.8
1.8
1.7
1.7
1.6
1.5
1.5
1.4
1.4
1.3
1.3

Cumulative
Percent
29.5
33.6
37.5
40.3
42.8
45.2
47.4
49.5
51.3
53.1
54.8
56.5
58.1
59.7
61.1
62.5
63.9
65.2
66.5
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Examination of the rotated solution revealed that only a few of
the factors had substantial loadings.

It was then decided that

further exploratory factor analyses would be done in order to obtain
a more meaningful solution.

After solutions for 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7

factors were examined, it was found that the most interpretable
results were obtained when four factors were extracted from the data.
These four factors accounted for 40.3% of the variance as shown in
Table 5.6.1.

Five iterations were needed for convergence and the

resulting eigenvalues were 23.30, 2.72, 2.56, and 1.67 which
indicated the predominance of the first factor.

An arbitrary

criterion of .39 was used to indicate a significant item-factor
loading.

The item composition of each of the four factors is

presented in Table 5.6.2.

Three items had significant secondary

loadings, i.e., items which had significant loadings on more than one
factor.

Factor loadings for solutions with 2 and 3 factors are shown

in Appendix J.
The items associated with each factor and the name of each
factor are as follows.
Factor 1 — Management
//16 - home visits by teachers.
#22 - clearly stated rights and responsibilities of students.
#24 - good student-teacher rapport.
#25 - teacher assessment of students' needs.
#26 - teacher response to students' need3.
#27 - student evaluation of teacher performance.
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Table 5.6.2
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix for the Dominant
(n=403)
Item

1. Moral support of the community.
2. High regard of the school in the
eyes of the community.
3. Financial support from the
community.
4. Community's interest in the
school's activities.
5. School's awareness of community
needs and expectations.
6. Linkages between the school and
community agencies.
7. Smooth school-to-(community)
work transition by students.
8. Parental observation of classroom
practice.
9. Parental support and encouragement of students.
10. Parental non-participation in
resource procurement.
11. Parental criticism of classroom
practice.
12. Supportive and effective PTA.
13. Close monitoring of students'
work by parents.
14. Parental support for the
school's programs.
15. Parental support for teacher's
work.
16. Home visits by teachers.
17. At least one parent-teacher
conference per term.
18. Insensitivity to parental
concern.
19. A student council with a clearly
defined role.
20. Student involvement in school
administration.
21. Student disloyalty to the
school.
22. Clearly stated rights and
responsibilities of students.

Coalition

Factor Number
3
4

h2

45

14

26

20

49

16

32

11

08

51

07

29

08

08

40

13

20

21

05

35

13

19

20

09

46

20

30

20

24

48

20

37

05

05

67

-04

46

12

36

50

16

43

18

12

22

24

16

06
12

-00
31

48
40

-09
16

24
30

15

34

55

18

47

19

17

60

22

48

29
44

15
05

51
2$

10
-01

39
28

27

22

20

35

29

13

05

22

48

30

29

20

18

28

24

21

03

09

47

2b

11

14

13

60

42

50

14

14

29

3»

1

2

16

09

04
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Table 5.6.2 (continued)
Item

23. Clearly stated guidelines for
student behavior.
24. Good student-teacher rapport.
25. Teacher assessment of students'
needs.
26. Teacher response to students'
needs.
27. Student evaluation of teacher
performance.
28. Respect for each other's role
and person.
29. High student motivation.
30. Realistic student vocational
aspiration.
31. Student success at examinations.
32. Student nonparticipation in
extra curricular activities.
33. Students' success in gaining
employment.
34. Number of students proceeding to
higher levels of education.
35. Separate classrooms.
36. A well stocked school library.
37. Availability of adequate
teaching material.
38. Adequate equipment for academic,
vocational and recreational
programs.
39. A well kept school building.
40. Inflexible teaching styles.
41. Non-graduate teachers.
42. Professionally trained teachers.
43. Graduate, professionally trained
teachers.
44. Experienced teachers.
45. High quality of teaching.
46. Manageable student-teacher
ratio.
47. Equitable distribution of the
teaching load.
48. Promotional opportunities for
teachers.
49. High teacher motivation.
50. Recognition for professional
competence of teachers.
51. Teacher dissatisfaction with
conditions of employment.

Factor Number
4
3

1

2

37
47

12
16

22
19

26
29

27
37

45

23

17

28

36

46

16

19

23

33

48

07

32

-00

34

41
43

27
36

26
21

34
30

43
45

41
14

37
45

19
-05

29
31

43
32

15

08

16

45

26

06

53

16

32

42

14
22
27

39
39
62

04
02
23

13
25
16

21
26
55

26

75

23

14

71

33
25
09
02
28

67
55
22
14
25

25
05
07
02
24

16
32
44
13
15

65
48
25
03
22

24
36
39

36
26

M

17
22
17

10
08
24

23
26
43

34

47

11

17

39

27

43

07

05

26

22
34

67
65

27
25

04
03

58
62

30

65

21

26

64

13

19

-07

19

10

h2
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Table 5.6.2 (continued)
Item

52. Teacher dissatisfaction with
physical conditions of work.
53. Adequate remuneration for
teachers.
54. High degree of commitment and
dedication of teachers.
55. Teachers oriented toward a
career in teaching.
56. Moderate level of supervision
and control.
57. Firm but flexible management.
58. A consultative administrative
style.
59. Decentralized decision making.
60. Delegating administrative
responsibility.
61. Stimulating school environment.
62. Uncooperative school environment.
63. Interdepartmental cooperation
and communication.
64. Continuous and effective internal
communication network.
65. Ongoing curriculum development
activities.
66. Ongoing professional development
seminars.
67. Low level of conflict among
staff.
68. Low level of frustration among
staff.
69. A feeling of trust and respect
among colleagues.
70. Harmonious relationship between
administration and teaching
staff.
71. Inability to acquire resources.
72. Academic and personal counseling
services.
73* Student vocational and career
development.
74. Unsystematic monitoring of
classroom practice for
improvement of instruction.
75. Continuous assessment of students'
intellectual, social, emotional
and physical development.

Factor Number
3
4

1

2

22

66

15

11

53

10

78

24

09

69

43

54

12

15

52

42

46

24

06

46

32
52.

21
23

04
16

13
01

17
37

52
¥T

27
18

-04
-02

12
08

36
21

49
53
32

00
33
17

00
06
10

25
12
25

30
41
21

55

27

16

19

45

69

29

15

17

62

63

19

17

06

47

55

19

31

02

44

46

32

10

11

34

36

48

08

06

38

50

37

14

22

46

52
34

34
26

11
15

15
32

43
31

52

18

24

25

44

52

32

25

20

48

37

16

13

18

22

50

21

22

11

36

h2

142

Table 5.6.2 (continued)

Item

76. Irregular curriculum evaluation
practices.
77. Continuous assessment of the
performance of professional
and ancillary staff.
78. Assessment of the professional
needs of teachers.
79. Expeditious handling by Ministry
of School related maters.
80. Closer supervision by Ministry
of the implementation, monitor¬
ing and evaluation of programs.
81. A less aggressive/authoritarian
posture by the Ministry in
dealing with schools.

NOTE:

Decimals are omitted.
underlined.

Factor Number
3
4

1

2

42

11

14

10

22

57

16

22

06

41

48

34

32

15

48

27

61

29

03

54

38

31

47

00

47

10

42

12

-01

20

Loadings of .39 and above are

h2
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#28 — respect for each other's role and person.

#29 - high student motivation.
#30 - realistic student vocational aspiration.
#45 - high quality of teaching.
#54 - high degree of commitment and dedication of teachers.
#55 - teachers oriented toward a career in teaching.
#57 - firm but flexible management.
#58 - a consultative administrative style.
#59 - decentralized decision making.
#60 - delegating administrative responsibilities.
#61 - stimulating school environment.
#63 - interdepartmental cooperation and communication.
#64 - continuous and effective internal communication network.
#65 - ongoing curriculum development activities.
#66 - ongoing professional development seminars.
#67 - low level of conflict.
#69 - a feeling of trust and respect among colleagues.
#70 - harmonious relationships between administration and teaching staff.
#72 - academic and personal counseling services.
#75 - continuous assessment of students' intellectual, social,
and physical development.
#76 - regular curriculum evaluation practices.
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#77 - continuous assessment of the performance of professional and
cine illary staff.
#78 - assessment of the professional needs of teachers.

Factor 2 — Internal Environment
#31 - student success at examinations.
#33 - student success in gaining employment.
#34 - number of students proceeding to higher levels of education.
#35 - separate classrooms.
#36 - a well stocked school library.
#37 - availability of adequate teaching material.
#38 - adequate equipment for academic, vocational, and recreational

programs.
#39 - a well kept school building.
#45 - high quality of teaching.
#46 - manageable student-teacher ratio.
#47 - equitable distribution of the teachng load.
#48 - promotional opportunities for teachers.

#49 - high teacher motivation.
#50 - recognition for professional competence of teachers.
#52 - teacher satisfaction with physical conditions of work.
#53 - adequate remuneration for teachers.
#54 _ high degre of commitment and dedication of teachers.

#55 - teachers oriented toward a career in teaching.
#68 - low level of frustration among staff.
#79 - expeditious handling by the Ministry of School related matters.
#81 - a less aggressive/authoritative posture by the Ministry in
dealing with schools.

145

Factor 3 — School-Environment Relations
#1 - moral support of the community.
#2 - high regard of the school in the eyes of the community.
#3 - financial support from the community.
#4 - community's interest in school’s activities.
#6 - linkages between the school and community agencies.
#7 - smooth school-to-(community) work transition.
#8 - parental observation of classroom practice.
#9 - parental support and encouragement of students.
#11 - parental criticism of classroom practice.
#12 - supportive and effective PTA.
#13 - close monitoring of students' work by parents.

#14 - parental support of school's programs.
#15 - parental support for teachers' work.
#80 - closer supervision by the Ministry of the implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of programs.
Factor 4 — Organization Adaptability
#18 - sensitivity to parental demands.

#20 - student involvement in school administration.
#21 - student loyalty to the school.
#32 - student participation in extracurricular activities.
#40 - flexible teaching styles.
The four factors identified in the preceding analysis include
characteristics of effectiveness emphasized by various theories of
organization.

Some factors seem to emphasize different aspects of
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intra-organizational health while others semed to reflect
organization-environment relations.
The first factor, labelled "management," had the most loadings
and reflected various aspects of management.

For example, items 16,

22, 24, 63, and 64, seemed to emphasize aspects of communication
which is an important aspect of effective management.

For instance,

decision making depends upon the quality of information flow in an
organization.

If information is distorted or is being deliberately

withheld, serious consequences may accrue to the organization.

Items

57, 58, 59, and 60 identified leadership skills which are also
important for effective management.

Many theories have been

formulated with respect to the most effective style of leadership.
Earlier theories of leadership emphasized that it was important for
the effective leader to exhibit concern for both production and the
employee (Blake & Moughton, 1964).

Current theories seem to

emphasize situational leadership (Hersey & Blanchard, 1978; Vroom &
Jago, 1972).

These theories suggest that managers, principals, and

others in leadership postions adopt approaches to leadership that
enable them to change their behaviors to suit the requirements of
particular situations.

This may be an appropriate style of leader¬

ship for secondary school principals to use in Guyana given the
variety of leadership situations they currently experience as a
result of expanding management responsibilities.
Another variable, that of professional development was also
identified in the first factor by items 27, 28, 45, 54, 65, 66, 76,
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77 and 78.

The professional development of one's staff is a major

responsibility of a manager.

It is one of the most effective ways of

ensuring organizational self renewal.

Finding new and better ways of

accomplishing the tasks of a given organization has obvious
implications for organizational effectiveness.

The urgency of

finding new teaching technologies and methods of classroom organiza¬
tion given the realities of the Guyanese secondary school situation
is great and was already discussed in Chapter I.
The second factor identified was labelled "internal environ¬
ment."

The items which loaded on this factor all seem to reflect

variables identified by Herzberg (1959) as being essential for
organizational participants. Herzberg (1959, 1966) developed a two
factor model of motivation for organizational participants.

He

asserted that variables which were associated with work satisfaction
were related to the content of the job and were such things as
achievement, recognition, responsibility, and advancement.
variables were the motivators.

These

Variables which were associated with

work dissatisfaction were related to the conditions that surrounded
the job or the job environment.

These were supervision,

interpersonal relations, physical conditions of work, salary, job
security and administrative policy and practices.
called hygiene variables.

These Herzberg

Herzberg noted that improvement in hygiene

variables could decrease the level of dissatisfaction but could not
increase satisfaction.

Only motivators could increase satisfaction.

However, one can argue that since poor hygiene variables can create
feelings of unfair treatment and job insecurity, then improvement in
these variables can form an important basis for motivation.
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Examination of the items in factor 2 shows the presence of
some of the variables identified by Herzberg.

For example, items 31

to 34 deal with student achievement; items 35 to 39, 46, 47, 52 and
53 reflect variables associated with the environment of the job or
the hygiene variables.
motivate.

The remaining items emphasize conditions that

For example, recognition (item 50), opportunity for

advancement (item 48) and personal satisfaction (items 45, 49).
The third factor was labelled "school-environment relations."
The items which loaded on this factor clearly identified external
participation and support of parents and the community.
reflects an open system perspective of organizations.

This factor
Because of

the emphasis on regional development, but more so because of the poor
economic situation in Guyana, parents and community agencies are
being asked to provide more inputs to the schools.

As external

elements become more active participants in the schools' welfare,
schools will need to become more adaptive to their concerns.

Hence,

the fourth factor, "organization adaptability" becomes important.
This fourth factor reflects a contingency perspective and is identi¬
fied by items 18, 20, 32, and 40 which are all clear indicators of
organization adaptability.

Item 21, "student loyalty," may be an

indirect indicator of organization adaptability in the sense that, as
schools become more sensitive to the needs of students, they in turn
become more loyal to the school.
On the basis of the preceding analysis one may draw certain
conclusions about the organizational characteristics of effective
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secondary schools in Guyana.

It would seem that despite the special

properties schools are supposed to possess, secondary schools in
Guyana share the same general characteristics of organizational
effectiveness as many other kinds of organizations.

Results of the

study did not reveal any characteristics of effectiveness which
seemed to be unique to schools.

This may be so because of the fact

that the educational system in that country is a highly centralized
one.

As a result, schools in that country may be more tightly

coupled systems than schools in the North American context.

5.7

Degree of Agreement Among
Coalition Members
Results of t-tests revealed that there were significant differ¬

ences among the groups comprising the dominant coalition in terms of
their perceptions of the appropriateness of effectiveness criteria
for the assessment of secondary schools in Guyana.

The five groups

identified as belonging to the dominant coalition were labelled thus:
Group 1 - Ministry of Education Personnel
Group 2 - Principals
Group 3 - Deputy Principals
Group 4 - Senior Masters/Mistresses
Group 5 - Heads of Departments
The means, standard deviations and sample sizes of each of the groups
are presented in Table 5.7.1.
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Table 5.7.1
Means and Standard Deviations of Groups
Comprising the Dominant Coalition
Group

Mean

S.D.

1 (n=12)

142.58

33.36

2 (n=56)

136.98

33.33

3 (n=57)

149.26

38.80

4 (n=117)

152.79

37.23

5 (n=l6l)

150.93

36.96

Table 5.7.2
One-tailed t-Tests for Differences Among Groups
Comprising the Dominant Coalition

t Values

Tests

G1 - G2

.48

G2 - G3

-1.77

G2 - G4

-2.64*

G2 - G5

-2.44*

G1 + G2
2

G3 + G4 + G5
3

*p , .01 (Bonferroni t)

-1.79
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Because of the variation in sample size among the five groups
the Bartlett-Box test for homogeneity of variance was performed.
This test yielded an F of .38 (p .80) which indicated that the
variances of the groups approached equality.

Five separate

one-tailed tests were performed to the test the hypotheses specified
in section 4.7.2 of the previous chapter.

The t-value corresponding

to each planned comparison and the appropriate levels of significance
are given in Table 5.7.2.
The results indicate that the means of groups 4 and 5 were
significantly higher than that of group 2.

Thus, the researcher's

suspicion that groups lower in the hierarchical structure have
different perceptions regarding the appropriateness of effectiveness
criteria for assessing the organizational effectiveness of secondary
schools has been confirmed.

Actually, Figure 5.7.1 shows that there is

general agreement among members of the dominant coalition with
respect to their perception of the appropriateness of effectiveness
criteria for assessing secondary schools in Guyana.

The actual

differences among the means indicated by the dotted lines seem rather
small in relation to the absolute scores shown in Figure 5.7.1.
However, as was stated above, some of these differences were
statistically significant.

This result may have been caused by a

slight inflation of the numbers of heads of departments and senior
masters who were identified by overzealous principals as belonging to
the dominant coalition.

Generally then, one might say that the

composition of the dominant coalition seems correct but might not
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include as many senior masters/mistresses and heads of departments as
were identified.

81

162

Figure 5.7.1.

243

324

405

Diagram showing the cluster of means for
the various categories of coalition members
in relation to absolute scores.

CHAPTER

VI

CONCLUDING REMARKS

6.1

Conclusions
This exploratory study was designed to answer questions with

respect to secondary school effectiveness in Guyana.

Basically,

the study was concerned with delineating the structure of effec¬
tiveness criteria for assessing the effectiveness of secondary
schools in Guyana.

Effectiveness was defined in terms of goal

achievement.
Attention was also devoted to the concept of the dominant
coalition, a potentially important construct in organization
theory.

An attempt was made in this study to validate the

existence of the dominant coalition as a social entity in organi¬
zational life.
Four main questions were addressed in the study.

On the

basis of the results obtained, certain conclusions can be made
with respect to these questions.

What Persons Comprise the
Dominant Coalition in Various
Types of Secondary Schools
in Guyana?
The dominant coalition was defined as those persons respon¬
sible for decision making with respect to the setting of goals for

153

154
secondary schools in Guyana.

Principals were used as the basis

for identifying such persons on the ground that they occupied
highly discretionary jobs which encouraged coalition formation.
The results of interviews with principals and deputy prin¬
cipals revealed that the structure of the dominant coalition
comprised an internal and an external component.

The validity of

the identity of the persons comprising this structure was estab¬
lished.

Both of these components were accommodated by the

definition of the concept.

The external group was comprised of key

persons in the Ministry of Education who were seen as the persons
responsible for the establishment of broad policy guidelines with
respect to secondary education.

The internal group was comprised

of principals and their deputies, senior masters/mistresses and
department heads.

For each school, this group of persons acting

within the broad guidelines established by the external group,
interprets these guidelines with a view toward their implementa¬
tion and establishes its own specific goals for its particular
school taking into consideration prevailing conditions.

However,

it is possible that the validity of the composition of the
dominant coalition may have been compromised because of external
political factors which threatened the job security of teachers at
the time this study was being conducted.
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What Criteria Does the Dominant
Coalition Perceive to be Appro¬
priate for Assessing the Effec¬
tiveness of Secondary Schools
in Guyana?
Numerous criteria of effectiveness were derived from a
sample of coalition members during the course of interviews. Based
on the perceived importance of each criterion by interviewees and
the frequency with which each was suggested, a final list of 81
criteria was established.

The criteria listed therein covered

many aspects of school-environment relations and intra school
relations and were found to be quite stable and valid.

What Dimensions of Secondary
School Effectiveness are
Reflected in the Criteria of
Effectiveness Perceived by
Members of the Dominant Coalition ?
Four dimensions or factors of secondary school effectiveness
were derived from the list of effectiveness criteria.

Some of

these factors emphasized different aspects of intra-organizational
health while others reflected school-environment relations.

The

first factor, labelled "management" reflected many specific
aspects of that concept.

This factor included such issues as

communication, leadership style and professional development.

The

second factor was labelled "internal environment" and identified
variables associated with the conditions of work as well as the
content of work.

In other words, the second factor was concerned

with job satisfaction and morale.

The third factor, labelled

"school-environment relations" specified participation and support
of parents and community.
zation adaptability."

The fourth factor was labelled "organi¬
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These four factors are particularly relevant for assessing
the organizational effectiveness of secondary schools in Guyana at
the present time.

At the moment, the country is experiencing very

serious economic problems.

A weak national economy gravely

affects the productivity of the organizations therein.

In the

case of secondary schools in Guyana, there are shortages of basic
teaching materials; many school buildings are in a state of disrepair
and there is overcrowding.

In addition, teachers have not

received salary increases for some time and there is a threat to
their job security.

Morale declines in the face of such working

conditions and when this happens productivity and hence effective¬
ness decreases.

Paradoxically, however, it is the increased

productivity of the organizations within that society that will,
in part, help to save the economy from total collapse.

Thus, the

internal environment of secondary schools must be improved and
such organizations must be managed skillfully and astutely in
order to achieve greater effectiveness.
dicate that more than this is needed.

However, the results in¬
Schools must also establish

good relations with their external environments and become more
adaptable to the concerns of parents, students and the respective
communities.

Do the Dimensions Suggest
Characteristics of Organizational
Effectiveness that are Unique to
Schools?
The literature on schools as organizations indicated that
such organizations possessed special properties.

As such, it

157

seemed appropriate to assume that dimensions of organizational
effectiveness for schools would differ from those of other kinds
of organizations.

However, a review of the literature showed that

while characteristics of organizational effectiveness of schools
seemed to be more specifically stated, they were also reflected
characteristics that appeared to be important for other kinds of
organizations as well.

Furthermore, the factors or dimensions of

effectiveness derived in this study did not appear to be unique to
secondary schools.

To What Extent is There
Agreement Among Members of
the Dominant Coalition?
This question was designed to test the assumption that con¬
sensus was implicit in the notion of the dominant coalition.
Results on the mean responses of each category of coalition member
showed that there appeared to be general agreement among coalition
members with respect to their perception of the appropriateness of
effectiveness criteria.

Differences among the means appeared

rather small in relation to the absolute scores.

However, the

differences between some of these means were statistically signi¬
ficant.

Specifically, the perceptions of senior masters/

mistresses and department heads were each significantly different
from those of principals.

This was probably due to an inflation

of the number of senior masters/mistresses and department heads
identified for inclusion in the dominant coalition.
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6.2

Areas for Further Research
It is obvious that further research is needed on the concept

of the dominant coalition.

Specifically, the question of its

composition needs to be more thoroughly investigated.

Perhaps it

would be fruitful to employ case studies of a few types of
secondary schools so that one could actually observe the processes
of goal setting and coalition formation at work.

Further research

is also needed in order to test the assumption that the views of
the dominant coalition reflect the views of other constituencies
in the organization.

Finally, research is needed in order to

derive the particular conditions under which one can observe
members of the dominant coalition and whether such conditions can
be generalized to other types of organizations.
Assuming that the structure of effectiveness criteria ob¬
tained in this study is a valid one, further research can now be
undertaken in the actual application of this structure to the
various types of secondary schools in Guyana.

The structure can be

used to measure the extent of effectiveness in secondary schools
in Guyana and specific models of effectiveness for each type of
secondary school can be derived.

Further observations of changes

in the models can be made with respect to type, size, location,
and prestige or status of the schools.
Another area for further research is to determine the extent
to which schools in societies characterized by a high degree of
centralization, exhibit features of loose coupling.

It may be

that schools in Third World societies are more tightly coupled
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systems than those in North American societies because of the
extent to which the educational systems in such societies are
manipulated for political purposes.

6.3

Contribution of the Study
This study supplements the available research on organiza¬

tional effectiveness and adds to it in three ways.

First, no

prior research to empirically identify members of the dominant
coalition of a given organization or set of similar organizations
appeared to have been done.

Most studies assumed that persons

holding senior administrative positions in such organizations
comprised members of the dominant coalition.

By empirically

identifying members of the dominant coalition, this research has
shown that there are also persons outside the organization who
constitute membership of the dominant coalition.

Thus, a more

comprehensive and representative list of effectiveness criteria
may have been obtained.
Second, this study undertook investigative work on a
potentially powerful concept in organization theory, that is, the
concept of the dominant coalition.

The notion of agreement

implicit in the concept of the dominant coalition was tested.
While general agreement was noted, significant differences were
found between groups comprising that body.
Third, no prior research to empirically determine the dimen¬
sions of secondary school effectiveness appeared to have been
done.

Most previous studies of this sort were done with business
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organizations.

However, because schools were seen to possess

special properties which differentiated them from other types of
organizations in particular ways it was important to empirically
establish the dimensions of effectiveness of this particular type
of organization.
This study also has considerable practical significance.
Now that specific criteria and dimensions of effectiveness have
been empirically established, secondary school administrators will
no longer need to base their assessment on hearsay or on some set
of intuitively or vaguely derived criteria.

They can now assess

the effectiveness of their schools in very specific terms.

At a

time of grave economic deprivation this advantage affords the
opportunity for wise and efficient allocation of very scarce
resources.
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INITIAL INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
Name of School
Name and Status of Interviewee

1. Think of your school as an organization in interaction with
its environment. Now, instead of thinking of the environment
as everything external to the school, I'd like you to identify
only those organizations that you feel are important to the
school in terms of the establishment and the attainment of its
goals.

2. On which of these organizations do you feel your school is
particularly dependent?

3. What person or persons in each of these organizations do you
consider to be important and with whom you interact because
they control information that is pertinent to the functioning
of your school?

4. What person or persons in each of these organizations do you
consider to be important and with whom you interact because
they provide support (financial or otherwise) and/or services
that are vital to the effective functioning of your school?
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5.

Let us now look inside the school. We can think of the
administrative staff, the teachers, the technical staff,
maintenance staff and students as major interdependent
components of the school. Further each of these major
components may be subdivided into other interdependent parts.
As head, you are dependent on each group for the realization
of the school’s goals. However, rather than interact with
each group or person in the school whenever there is a deci¬
sion to be made, the head will often check the opinions of a
few well-known individuals who are respected and trusted by
major segments of the school. Who are the persons in this
school with whom you interact on this basis?

APPENDIX B
REVISED INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
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REVISED INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
Name of School..
Name and Status of Interviewee _

1. Name the organizations in your school’s environment that control
vital resources on which your school is dependent?

2. Who are the persons in these organizations that control such
resources?

3. Which of the organizations listed above are responsible for
setting goals for your school?

4. Who are the persons in these organizations who determine these
goals?

5. In what ways are the other organizations you have mentioned
important?

6. Who are the key decision makers in this school who determine
your own goals for the school?

173

APPENDIX C
VALIDITY OF PRINCIPALS' RESPONSES ON THE IDENTITY
OF PERSONS COMPRISING THE DOMINANT COALITION

IDENTITY PROPORTION FOR EACH SCHOOL

AVERAGE IDENTITY PROPORTION FOR ALL SCHOOLS VISITED
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VALIDITY OF PRINCIPALS’ RESPONSES ON THE IDENTITY
OF PERSONS COMPRISING THE DOMINANT COALITION
OF SECONDARY SCHOOLS
KEY:
Min of Ed
PS
CEO
DCEO
ACEO(sec)
SEO
HM
DHM
SM
HODs
TSC
PTA
SWO
REO

-

Minister of Education
Permanent Secretary
Chief Education Officer
Deputy Chief Education Officer
Assistant Chief Education Officer (secondary)
Senior Education Officer
Head Master or Principal
Deputy Head Master or Deputy Principal
Senior Master/Mistress
Heads of Departments
Teaching Service Commission
Parent Teachers Association
Social Welfare Officer
Regional Executive Officer

Name of School
New Amsterdam
Multilateral

North Ruimveldt
Multilateral

Bygeval

Principals’
Responses

Total
No. of
Different
Responses

Identity
Propor¬
tion

10

10

100$

9

12

75$

10

10

Deputy
Number of
Principals’ Common
Responses
Responses

CSO
DCEO
HM
SM 4
HODs 4
Min of Ed
CEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DHM
SM 4
PTA chair
Chief Clerk

CSO
DCEO
HM
SM 4
HODs 4

CEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DHM
SM 4

CEO
DCEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DHM
SM 4

SEO
DCEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DHM
SM 4

DHM
SM 4

DHM
SM 4

100$
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Name of School
St. Roses High

Bishop’s High

St. Joseph's

Saint Stanislaus
College

Queen’s College

Principals’
Responses

Deputy
Number of
Principals' Cornnon
Responses
Responses

CEO
ACEO
HM
4 SMs
Bursar

CEO
ACEO
DCEO
SEO
HM
DHM
4 SMs

Min of Ed
CEO
TSC(sec)
ACEO
HM
DHM
4 SMs

CEo
DCEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
4 SMs

Min of Ed
CEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
4 SMs
2 HODs

CEO
ACEO
DCEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
3 HODs

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
DCEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DMM
3 SMs
Min of Ed
PS
CEO
DCEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DHM
3 SMs

Total
No. of
Different
Responses

Identity
Propor¬
tion

8

11

72.7%

8

11

72.7%

8

13

61.5%

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
DCEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DMM
3SMs

11

11

100$

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
DCEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DHM
3 SMs

11

11

100$
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Name of School
Leonora CHS

Plaisance CHS

Buxton CHS

Vreedenhoop CHS

Soesdyke CHS

Principals'
Responses

Total
No. of
Different
Responses

Identity
Proportion

12

12

100%

6

8

75%

6

8

75$

8

8

100$

7

10

70$

Deputy
Number of
Principals' Common
Responses
Responses

Min of Ed
CEO
DCEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs

Min of Ed
CEO
DCEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs

SEO
DEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
1 HOD

CEO
DCEO
SEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs

CEO
DCEO
ACEO
SEO
DEO
HM
DHM
SM

CEO
SEO
DEO
HM
DHM
SM

CEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DAM
3 SMs

CEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DAM
3 SMs

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
SM
2 HODs

CEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
SM
2 HODs
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Name of School
Vergenoegen

Lodge CHS

Parika-Salem CHS

Dolphin CHS

Kitty CHS

Principals'
Responses
Min of Ed
CEO
ACEO
SEO
Welfare Off.
HM
DHM
SM
3 HODs

Deputy
Number of
Principals' Common
Responses
Responses

Total
No. of
Different
Responses

Identity
Propor¬
tion

Min. of Ed
ACEO
SEO
HM
HM
DHM
SM
3 HODs

9

11

81.8%

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
ACEO
SEO
HM

Min of Ed
CEO
ACEO
SEO
HM

5

6

83.3*

PS
CEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DHM
3 SMs
2 HODs

PS
CEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DHM
3 SMs
2 HODs

11

11

100$

CEO
DCEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DHM
3 SMs
4 HODs

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
DCEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DHM
3 SMs
4 HODs

12

14

85.7$

DCEO
SEO
HM
SM
3 HODs

CEO
ACEO
DCEO
SEO
HM
SM
3 HODs

7

9

77.8$
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Name of School
Queenstown CHS

Port Mourant CHS

Vryman's Erven CHS

C/Ville CHS

Houston CHS

Principals’
Responses

^
Deputy
Number of
Principals' Common
D—«-

Total
No. of
Different
-

Identity
ProporH

12

12

100%

10

11

90.9$

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
3 HODs

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
3 HODs

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
DCEO
HM
DHM
SM
4 HODs

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
CEO
HM
DHM
SM
4 HODs

Min of Ed
CEO
DCEO
HM
DHM
3 SMs
4 HODs

Min of Ed
CEO
DCEO
HM
DHM
3 SMs
4 HODs

12

12

100$

CEO
ACEO
SEO
DCEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs

CEO
SEO
DCEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs

11

12

91.6$

CEO
SEO
DEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
5 HODs

CEO
SEO
DEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
5 HODs
ACEO
DCEO

11

13

84.6$
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Principals’
Responses

Name of School
Bladen Hall
Multilateral

Zeeburg Secondary

Patentia Secondary

»

Stewart-Ville
Secondary

Leonora Secondary

Cummings-Lodge
Secondary

Total
No. of
Different
Responses

Identity
Propor¬
tion

16

16

100$

16

15

93.1$

5

8

62.5$

5

7

71.4$

5

6

83.3?

13

15

86.7$

Deputy
Number of
Principals' Common
Responses
Responses

Min of Ed
CEO
ACEO
DEO
HM
DHM
4 SMs
6 HODs

Min of Ed
CEO
ACEO
DEO
HM
DHM
4 SMs
6 HODs

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
ASEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
Welfare Of.
6 HODs

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
ASEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
6 HODs

CEO
ACEO
DEO
HM
DHM
SM

CEO
DCEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DHM
SM

CEO
ACEO
SEO
DEO
HM
DHM
SM

CEO
DEO
HM
DHM
SM

CEO
ACEO
DEO
HM
DHM
SM

ACEO
DEO
HM
DHM
SM

CEO
DCEO
SEO
HM
DHM
3 SMs
6 HODs

CEO
DCEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
3 SMs
6 HODs
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Name of School
Annandale
Secondary

Cove and John
Secondary

East Ruimveldt

South Georgetown

St. John's
Secondary

Principals'
Responses

Deputy
Number of
Principals' Common
Responses
Responses

Total
No. of
Different
Responses

Identity
Propor¬
tion

DCEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs

DCEO
ACEO
CEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs

6

8

75%

CEO
ACEO
DCEO
HM
DHM
SM
3 HODs

CEO
HM
DHM
SM
3 HODs

7

9

77.8%

Min of Ed
CEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DHM
SM
4 HODs

Min of Ed
CEO
HM
DHM
SM
4 HODs

9

11

81.8%

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
ACEO
SEO
TSC(sec)
HM
DHM
2 SMs

ACEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs

7

10

70%

CEO
DCEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs

CEO
DCEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs

7

7

100#
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Name of School
Brickdam
Secondary

Charlestown
Secondary

C/Ville
Secondary

Central High
School

North Georgetown
Secondary

Principals'
Responses

Total
No. of
Different
Responses

Identity
Propor¬
tion

8

10

80$

10

13

76.9$

6

8

7

11

63.6$

15

17

88.2$

Deputy
Number of
Principals' Conmon
Responses
Responses

Min of Ed
CEO
ACEO
SEO
TSC(sec)
HM
DHM
2 SMs

Min of Ed
CEO
ACEO
SEO
DCEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs

CEO
DCEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
6 HODs

CEO
ACEO
SEO
DCEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
6 HODs

CEO
SEO
HM
SM
2 HODs

CEO
ACEO
DCEO
SEO
HM
SM
2 HODs

CEO
DCEO
ACEO
DHM
4 SMs

ACEO
TSC(sec)
PTA(chair)
HM
DHM
4 SMs

CEO
ACEO
DCEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
9 HODs

CEO
DCEO
ACEO
SEO
TSE(sec)
HM
DHM
2 SMs
8 HODs

75$
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Name of School
Allene High

Tutorial High

Mahaicony
Secondary

Bush Lot
Secondary

Rosignol
Secondary

Principals’
Responses

Total
No. of
Different
Responses

Identity
Propor¬
tion

4

5

80%

12

15

80%

9

11

81.9%

9

11

81.9%

10

12

83.3%

Deputy
Number of
Principals' Common
Responses
Responses

CEO
A CEO
HM
DHM
SM

CEO
HM
DHM
SM

Min of Ed
PS
ACEO
DCEO
SEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs
1 Senior
Teacher

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
DCEO
HM
DHM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs
1 Senior
Teacher

Min of Ed
CEO
ACEO
SEO
HM
DHM
SM
4 HODs

Min of Ed
ACEO
HM
DHM
SM
4 HODs

CEO
TSC(sec)
HM
DHM
SM
5 HODs

CEO
ACEO
TSC(sec)
HM
DHM
SM
5 HODs

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
DCEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
SM
4 HODs

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
HM
DHM
SM
4 HODs

Name of School
Berbice
Educational
Institute

Berbice High
School

Corentyne
High

Corentyne
Comprehensive

Skeldon High

Principals’
Responses

Deputy
Number of
Principals’ Conmon
Responses
Responses

CEO
ACEO
REO
DEO
HM
DHM
SM
4 HODs

CEO
DEO
HM
DHM
SM
4 HODs

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
DCEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
5 HODs

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
ACEO
DCEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
5 HODs

CEO
ACEO
DCEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs

CEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs

Min of Ed
CEO
TSC(sec)
ACEO
DCEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs

CEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs

CEO
DCEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs

CEO
DCEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs

Total
No. of
Different
Responses

Identity
Propor¬
tion

81.8%

92.9*

91.1*

10

13

76.9*

11

11

100*
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Name of School
Skeldon Line
Path

Winifred Gaskin

Central Corentyne

Tagore High

West Demerara
Secondary

Principals’
Responses

Deputy
Number of
Principals' Common
Responses
Responses

CEO
TSC(sec)
HM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs

Min of Ed
PS
CEO
ACEO
TSC(sec)
HM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs

McGowan
CEO
DCEO
HM
DHM
3 SMs
5 HODs

McGowan
CEO
HM
DHM
3 SMs
5 HODs

Min of Ed
CEO
DCEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
SM
3 HODs

Min of Ed
CEO
DCEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
SM
3 HODs

CEO
DCEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs

CEO
DCEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs

Min of Ed
CEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs

Min of Ed
CEO
ACEO
HM
DHM
2 SMs
4 HODs

Total Number of Schools Visited = 54
Average Identity Proportion = 85.2

Total
No. of
Different
Responses

Identity
Propor¬
tion

10

13

76.9%

12

13

92.3%

10

10

100$

11

11

100$

11

11

100$
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APPENDIX D
GENERAL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
FOR INDEPTH INTERVIEWS
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EXAMPLES OF GENERAL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1.

What characteristics do effective secondary schools possess?

2.

Imagine a secondary school that is outstanding in its effec¬
tiveness. What is it about that school that makes it
effective?

3. What is it about this school that makes a difference in terms
of its effectiveness?

4. What would have to be changed to make this school more
effective?

APPENDIX E
LIST OF EFFECTIVENESS CRITERIA COMPILED
BY THE RESEARCHER
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LIST OF EFFECTIVENESS CRITERIA COMPILED
BY THE RESEARCHER
Directions:
Below is a list of potential criteria for assessing secondary school
effectiveness. Place a tick ( ) against those criteria that you feel
are appropriate for assessing secondary school effectiveness in
Guyana. Place an (x) against those criteria that you feel are
inappropriate.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.

Frequent inter-school communication.
Inter-school staff development programs.
Decentralized decision making in schools.
Personal counseling for students.
Academic counseling services.
Clear code of behavior for students.
Community response to school.
Parental involvement in school administration.
Student involvement in school administration.
Clear code of behavior for teachers.
Enforcement of corporal punishment.
Different curriculum development teams.
High teacher morale.
Greater promotional opportunities for teachers.
Regular curriculum evaluation practices.
More opportunity for exchange of ideas among secondary
school teachers.
A vibrant student government body.
A secondary school teacher journal.
Financial support from the community.
Political support from the community.
Parental observation of school practice.
Curriculum enrichment activities.
More teaching materials.
Enforcing adherence to codes of behavior.
A school library.
Arranging meaningful work experiences for students.
Parental involvement in curriculum decisions.
Dress codes for teachers.
One parent-teacher conference per term.
Programs sponsored jointly by school and community to meet
interests of both students and members of the community.
Parental interest in school’s welfare.
Parental interest in students' work.
Parental interest in students' needs.
Inter-school cooperation (academic and professional).
Student evaluation of teachers' performance.
Parent-teacher cooperation.
Parental involvement in teacher selection.
School involvement in staff selection.
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39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.

Clearly stated rights of students.
School involvement in community development programs.
Peer supervision among teachers.
Stimulating school environment.
Greater use of community resources.
Smooth school to work transition.
A varied curriculum with emphasis on technical and
vocational education.
46. Closer links between schools and community agencies.
47. Parent participation in resource procurement.
48. Student success (academic).
49. More equipment for academic vocational and recreational
programs.
50. Graduate teachers.
51. Systematic supervision of classroom practice.
52. Ability of school to co-opt community help.
53* Old students society.
54. Cooperative atmosphere in school.
55. Equal distribution of teaching responsibilities.
56. High level of supervision and control.
57. Moderate level of supervision and control.
58. Low level of supervision and control.
59. Home visits by teachers.
60. Professionallly qualified teachers.
61. Closer links between schools and community agencies.
62. High student attendance.
63. High teacher motivation.
64. Centralized decision making.
65. A student exchange program for secondary schools.
66. Meeting professional needs of staff.
67. Comfortable teacher-student ratio.
68. Community’s interest in school’s programs and activities.
69. Smooth flow of information.
70. Flexible leadership.
71. A greater degree of tolerance by the Ministry of Education
for teachers who share diverse political beliefs.
72. Experienced teachers.
73. Good student-teacher relationships.
74. Number of students proceeding to higher levels of education.
75. Parent criticism of classroom practice.
76. Vibrant PTA.
77. Strong interdepartmental links.
78. More professional development activities run by the Ministry
of Education.
79. Flexible teaching styles.
80. Clear channels of communication.
81. Clearly stated goals of the school.
82. Teacher satisfaction with conditions of employment.
83. Number of self-employed students.
84. Sensitivity of school to community concerns.
85. Teacher satisfaction with the school.
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86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.

Decent salaries for teachers.
Student success in gaining employment.
Developing a good reputation.
Close interdepartmental links.
Meeting the community’s need for skilled manpower.
Greater recognition for the work of secondary school
teachers.
92. Low level of conflict.
93. Low level of frustration.
94. More research in schools by teachers.
95. Trust and respect among teachers.
96. Greater respect by teacher toward students.
97. Delegating administrative responsibility.
98. High quality of teaching.
99. Teacher membership in a professional organization.
100. Teacher satisfaction with conditions of employment.

APPENDIX F
EFFECTIVENESS CRITERIA QUESTIONNAIRE
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EFFECTIVENESS CRITERIA QUESTIONNAIRE
Directions:
Listed below are a number of statements. These statements were
suggested by a sample of secondary school administrators and Ministry
of Education personnel during the course of interviews and were
judged by them to be appropriate criteria for assessing the effec¬
tiveness of secondary schools in Guyana. Effectiveness was defined
in terms of goal achievement.
Your task is two-fold:
(1) Study each statement carefully.
(2) In¬
dicate the extent to which you think each statement is an appropriate
criterion for assessing the effectiveness of secondary schools in
Guyana.
Please use the five-point rating scale shown below:
Very
Appropriate
1

Appropriate
2

Somewhat
Appropriate
3

Inappropriate
4

Very
Inappropriate
5

Circle the number corresponding to your rating beside each statement.
Please note that there are no right or wrong answers. The best
answer is the one that reflects your true belief about each
statement. Please respond to each statement.
d)

<D

8nJ

4->

•H

-p

.a
&

rd
•H

&

%

a

H

Statements
1. Moral support of the community.

1

2

3

4

5

2. High regard of school in eyes of the
community.

1

2

3

4

5

3. Financial support from the community.

1

2

3

4

5

4. Community’s disinterest in the school' s
activities.

1

2

3

4

5

5. School’s awareness of community’s needs
and expectations.

2

3

4

5

6. Linkages between the school and
community agencies.

2

3

4

5

Statements
7. Smooth school-to-(community) work
transition by students.
8. Parental observation of classroom
practice.
9. Parental support and encouragement
of students.
10. Parental non-participation in resource
procurement.
11. Parental criticism of classroom
practice.
12. Supportive and effective PTA.
13. Close monitoring of students’ work by
prents.
14. Parental support for the schools'
programs.
15. Parental support for teacher’s work.
16. Home visits by teachers.
17. At least one parent-teacher conference
per term.
18. Insensitivity to parental concerns.
19. A student council with a clearly
defined role.
20. Student involvement in school admin¬
istration (prefect system).
21. Student disloyalty to the school.
22. Clearly stated rights and responsi¬
bilities of students.
23. Clearly stated guidelines for student
behavior.

>

<u
■p

rO

•H

<D

la
•H
&

Statements

p
> <

a

24. Good student-teacher rapport.

i

2

3

25. Teacher assessment of students’ needs.

1

2

3

26. Teacher response to students’ needs.

1

2

3

27. Student evaluation of teacher perform¬
ance .

i

2

3

28. Respect for each other’s role and
person.

1

2

3

29. High student motivation.

1

2

3

30. Realistic student vocational aspiration.

1

2

3

31. Student success at examinations.

1

2

3

32. Student non-participation in extra
curricular activities.

1

2

3

33. Students’ success in gaining employment. 1

2

3

34. Number of students proceeding to
higher levels of education.

1

2

3

35. Separate classrooms.

1

2

3

36. A well stocked school library.

1

2

3

37. Availability of adequate teaching
material.

1

2

3

38. Adequate equipment for academic, voca¬
tional and recreational programs.

1

2

3

39. Well kept school building.

1

2

3

40. Inflexible teaching styles.

2

1

3

41. Non-graduate teachers.

1

2

3

42. Professionally trained teachers.

1

2

3
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^3. Graduate, professionally trained
teachers.

1

2

3

4

5

44. Experienced teachers.

1

2

3

4

5

45. High quality of teaching.

1

2

3

4

5

46. Manageable student-teacher ratio.

1

2

3

4

5

47. Equitable distribution of the teaching
load.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

49. High teacher motivation.

1

2

3

4

5

50. Recognition for professional
competence of teachers.

1

2

3

4

5

51. Teacher dissatisfaction with conditions
of employment.

1

2

3

4

5

52. Teacher satisfaction of physical
conditions of work.

1

2

3

4

5

53. Adequate remuneration for teachers.

1

2

3

4

5

54. High degree of commitment and
dedication of teachers.

1

2

3

4

5

55. Teachers oriented toward a career in
teaching.

1

2

3

4

5

56. Moderate level of supervision and
control.

1

2

3

4

5

57. Firm but flexible management.

1

2

3

4

5

58. A consultative administrative style.

1

2

3

4

5

59. Decentralized decision making.

1

2

3

4

c

60. Delegating administrative responsi¬
bilities.

1

2

3

4

c

Q)
J
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Statements

0
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Inappropriate
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61. Stimulating school environment.

2

3

4

5

62. Uncooperative school environment.

2

3

4

5

63. Interdepartmental cooperation and
communication.

3

4

5

64. Continuous and effective internal
communication network.

3

4

5

65. Ongoing curriculum development
activities.

3

4

5

66. Ongoing professional development
seminars.

2

3

4

5

67. Low level of conflict among staff.

2

3

4

5

68. Low level of frustration among staff.

2

3

4

5

70. Harmonious relationship between admin¬
istration and teaching staff.

2

3

4

5

71. Inability to acquire resources.

2

3

4

5

3

4

5

1

3

4

5

74. Unsystematic monitoring of classroom
practice for improvement of instruction. 1

3

4

5

69. A feeling of trust and respect among
colleagues.

72. Academic and personal counseling
services.
73* Student vocational and career
development.

75. Continuous assessment of students'
intellectual, social, emotional
and physical development.

1

2

3

4

5

76. Irregular curriculum evaluation
practices.

1

2

3

4

5

Statements
77. Continuous assessment of the per¬
formance of professional and
ancillary staff.
78. Assessment of the professional needs
of teachers.
79. Expeditious handling by Ministry
of School related matters.
80. Closer supervision by Ministry of
the implementatin, monitoring and
evaluation of programs.
81. A less aggressive/authoritarian
posture by the Ministry in dealing
with schools.

B.

Circle the appropriate answer.

1.

What is your job status?
(a) Ministry of Education official.
(b) Principal.
(c) Deputy Principal.
(d) Senior Master/Mistress.
(e) Head of Department.
(f) Other.

Thank you very much.

APPENDIX G
ITEM CONTENT REVIEW FORM
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ITEM CONTENT REVIEW FORM
Name of Reviewer:
Directions:
First, please read carefully through the lists of subhead definitions
and the statements that follow. Next, please indicate how well you
feel each statement reflects the subhead it was written to measure.
Judge a statement solely on the basis of the match between its
content and the content defined by the subhead which the statement
was constructed to measure.
Please use the five-point rating scale shown below:
Poor
1

Fair
2

Good
3

Very Good
4

Excellent
5

Circle the number corresponding to your rating beside each statement
number.

Subhead

Statement

Comments

Statement Rating

1

2

3

4

2

2

3

4

3

2

3

4

4

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

6

2

3

4

7

2

3

4

8

2

3

4

5

9

2

3

4

5

10

2

3

4

5

11

2

3

4

5

12

2

3

4

5

13

2

3

4

5

14

2

3

4

5
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Subhead

3

4

5

6

7

Statement

Statement Rating

Comments

15

1

2

3

4

5

16

1

2

3

4

5

17

1

2

3

4

5

18

1

2

3

4

5

19

1

2

3

4

5

20

1

2

3

4

5

21

1

2

3

4

5

22

1

2

3

4

5

23

1

2

3

4

5

24

1

2

3

4

5

25

1

2

3

4

5

26

1

2

3

4

5

27

1

2

3

4

5

28

1

2

3

4

5

29

1

2

3

4

5

30

1

2

3

4

5

31

1

2

3

4

5

32

1

2

3

4

5

33

1

2

3

4

5

34

1

2

3

4

5

35

1

2

3

4

5

36

1

2

3

4

5

37

1

2

3

4

5

38

1

2

3

4

5

39

1

2

3

4

5
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Subhead

8

9

10

Statement

Statement Rating

Comments

40

1

2

3

4

5

41

1

2

3

4

5

42

1

2

3

4

5

43

1

2

3

4

5

44

1

2

3

4

5

45

1

2

3

4

5

46

1

2

3

4

5

47

1

2

3

4

5

48

1

2

3

4

5

49

1

2

3

4

5

50

1

2

3

4

5

51

1

2

3

4

5

52

1

2

3

4

5

53

1

2

3

4

5

54

1

2

3

4

5

55

1

2

3

4

5

56

1

2

3

4

5

57

1

2

3

4

5

58

1

2

3

4

5

59

1

2

3

4

5

60

1

2

3

4

5
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Subhead

11

12

13

Statement

Statement Ratine;

Comments

61

1

2

3

4

5

62

1

2

3

4

5

63

1

2

3

4

5

64

1

2

3

4

5

65

1

2

3

4

5

66

1

2

3

4

5

67

1

2

3

4

5

68

1

2

3

4

5

69

1

2

3

4

5

70

1

2

3

4

5

71

1

2

3

4

5

72

1

2

3

4

5

73

1

2

3

4

5

74

1

2

3

4

5

75

1

2

3

4

5

76

1

2

3

4

5

77

1

2

3

4

5

78

1

2

3

4

5

79

1

2

3

4

5

80

1

2

3

4

5

81

1

2

3

4

5
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Definitions of Subheads
1. __School-Community Relationship: This term refers to formal or
informal links or interaction between a school and its sur¬
rounding community. It includes the school's involvement in
community activities and the community's involvement in the
school's activities.
2. Parental Participation: This refers to various behaviours that
parents demonstrate which reflect the extent of their involvement
and their interest, concern and support for the school's goals
and activties.
3. Parent-Teacher Cooperation: This is the level of interaction
between teachers and parents. It involves the mutual sharing of
information about the child and an appreciation of and support
for each other's role in the education of the child.
4. Student-School Relationship: This concept embodies the sense of
belonging to their school that students experience, as a result
of their participation in the school's activities.
5. Student-Teacher Relationship: This term refers to the quality
of communication and interaction between students and teachers
in a particular school.
6. Student Characteristics: Student characteristics describe
student behaviors which may suggest the school's effectiveness.
7. Physical Conditions: This refers to the existence of facilities,
materials and equipment which aid the achievement of the
school's goals.
8. Teacher Effectiveness: This refers to the extent to which
teachers are successful in fulfilling their objectives,
obligations and/or functions.
9. Teacher Morale: This is the extent to which teachers feel good
about their jobs. It is a sense of security and a feeling of
personal satisfaction that result from positive experiences on
the job.
10. Administrative Style: This term describes the mode of leader¬
ship provided by those who manage schools.
11. Organizational Health: This term refers to some of the activi¬
ties and processes that help to keep a school functioning
efficiently and effectively.
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12. Assessment Procedures: This is the evaluation of various
objectives in order to provide information for use in planning,
developing and modifying educational programs and practices in
the school.
13. School-Ministry Relations: This refers to formal or informal
links or interaction between a school and the Ministry of
Education, the parent organization.
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LIST OF ITEMS
1. School-Community Relationship
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Moral support of the community.
High esteem of school in eyes of the conmunity.
Financial support from the community.
Community’s interest in the school’s activities.
School's awareness of community's needs and expectations.
Linkage between the school and community agencies.
Smooth school-to-work transition by students.

2. Parental Participation
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Parental observation of classroom practice.
Parental support and encouragement of students.
Parent participation in resource procurement.
Parental criticism of classroom practice.
Supportive and effective PTA.
Close monitoring of students' work by parents.
Parental support for the school's programs.

3. Parent-Teacher Cooperation
15.
16.
17.
18.

Parental support for teacher's work.
Home visits by teachers.
At least one parent-teacher conference per term.
Sensitivity to parental concerns.

4. Student-School Relationship
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

A student council with a clearly defined role.
Student involvement in school administration (prefect system).
Student loyalty to the school.
Clearly stated rights and responsibilities of students.
Clearly stated guidelines for student behavior.

5. Student-Teacher Relationship
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.

Good student-teacher rapport.
Teacher assessment of students' needs.
Teacher response to students' needs.
Student evaluation of teacher performance.
Respect for each other's role and person.
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6. Student Characteristics
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.

High student motivation.
Realistic student vocational aspiration.
Student success at examinations.
Student participation in extra curricular activities.
Students’ success in gaining employment.
Number of students proceeding to higher levels of education.

7. Physical Conditions
35.
36.
37.
38.

Separate classrooms.
A well stocked school library.
Availability of adequate teaching material.
Adequate equipment for academic, vocational and recreational
programs.
39. Well kept school building.

8. Teacher Effectiveness
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.

Flexible teaching styles.
Graduate teachers.
Professionally trained teachers.
Graduate professionally trained teachers.
Experienced teachers.
High quality of teaching.
Manageable student-teacher ratio.
Equitable distribution of the teaching load.

9. Teacher Morale
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.

Promotional opportunities for teachers.
High teacher motivation.
Recognition for professional competence of teachers.
Teacher satisfaction with conditions of employment.
Teacher satisfaction of physical conditions of work.
Adequate remuneration for teachers.
High degree of commitment and dedication of teachers.
Teachers oriented toward a career in teaching.

10. Administrative Style
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.

Moderate level of supervision and control.
Firm but flexible management.
A constructive administrative style.
Decentralized decision making.
Delegating administrative responsibilities.
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11. Organizational Health
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.

Stimulating school environment.
Cooperative school environment.
Interdepartmental cooperation and communication.
Continuous and effective internal communication network.
Ongoing curriculum development activities.
Ongoing professional development seminars.
Low level of conflict among staff.
Low level of frustration among staff.
A feeling of trust and respect among colleagues.
Harmonious relationship between administration and teaching
staff.
Ability to acquire resources.
Academic and personal counseling services.
Student vocational and career development.
Systematic monitoring of classroom practice for improvement of
instruction.

12. Educational Assessment
75. Continuous assessment of students, intellectual, social,
emotional, and physical development.
76. Regular curriculum evaluation practices.
77. Continuous assessment of the performance of professional
ancillary staff.
78. Assessment of the professional needs of teachers.

13.School-Ministry Relations
79. Expeditious handling by Ministry of school related matters.
80. Closer supervision by Ministry of the implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of programs.
81. A less aggressive/authoritarian posture by the Ministry in
dealing with schools.

APPENDIX H
VALIDITY OF EFFECTIVENESS CRITERIA
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VALIDITY OF EFFECTIVENESS CRITERIA QUESTIONNAIRE
Directions:
Listed below are a number of statements. These statements were
suggested by a sample of secondary school administrators and Ministry
of Education personnel during the course of interviews and were
judged by them to be appropriate criteria for assessing the
effectiveness of secondary schools in Guyana. Effectiveenss was
defined in terms of goal achievement.
Please study the list of effectiveness criteria carefully and then
indicate in the appropriate column below;
(a) whether you think there are any other important criteria
for assessing secondary school effectiveness that should
be included in the list and
(b) whether you think there are any criteria that should be
omitted. For example, if you think a criterion such as
"Parental participation in school administration" should
have been included in the list, then write it in the
column labelled INCLUDE. If you think a criterion such
as "High student motivation" should not have been in
the list then write it in the OMIT column.

STATEMENTS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

Morale support of the community.
High regard of school in eyes of the community.
Financial support from the community.
Community's interest in the school's activities.
School's awareness of community's needs and expectations.
Linkages between the school and conmunity agencies.
Smooth school-to-(community) work transition by students.
Parental observation of classroom practice.
Parental support and encouragement of students.
Parental participation in resource procurement.
Parental criticism of classroom practice.
Supportive and effective PTA.
Close monitoring of students' work by parents.
Parental support for the schools' programs.
Parental support for teacher's work.
Home visits by teachers.
At least one parent-teacher conference per term.
Sensitivity to parental concerns.
A student council with a clearly defined role.
Student invovlement in school administration (prefect system)
Student loyalty to the school.
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If’
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
5354.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63*
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.

^earlY stated rights and responsibilities of students.
Clearly stated guidelines for student behavior.
Good student-teacher rapport.
Teacher assessment of students needs.
Teacher response to students’ needs.
Student evaluation of teacher performance.
Respect for each other's role and person.
High student motivation.
Realistic student vocational aspiration.
Student success at examinations.
Student participation in extra curricular activities.
Students' success in gaining employment.
Number of students proceeding to higher levels of education.
Separate classrooms.
A well stocked school library.
Availability of adequate teaching material.
Adequate equipment for academic, vocational and recreational
programs.
Well kept school building.
Flexible teaching styles.
Graduate teachers.
Professionally trained teachers.
Graduate, professionally trained teachers.
Experienced teachers.
High quality of teaching.
Manageable student-teacher ratio.
Equitable distribution of the teaching load.
Promotional opportunities for teachers.
High teacher motivation.
Recognition for professional competence of teachers.
Teacher satisfaction with conditions of employment.
Teacher satisfaction of physical conditions of work.
Adequate remuneration for teachers.
High degree of commitment and dedication of teachers.
Teachers oriented toward a career in teaching.
Moderate level of supervision and control.
Firm but flexible management.
A consultative administrative style.
Decentralized decision making.
Delegating administrative responsibilities.
Stimulating school environment.
Cooperative school environment.
Interdepartmental cooperation and communication.
Continuous and effective internal communication network.
Ongoing curriculum development activities.
Ongoing professional development seminars.
Low level of conflict among staff.
Low level of frustration among staff.
A feeling of trust and respect among colleagues.
Harmonious relationship between administration and teaching
staff.
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71.
72.
73*
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.

Ability to acquire resources.
Academic and personal counseling services.
Student vocational and career development.
Systematic monitoring of classroom practice for improvement
of instruction.
Continuous assessment of students' intellectual, social,
emotional, and physical development.
Regular curriculum evaluation practices.
Continous assessment of the performance of professional and
and ancillary staff.
Assessment of the professional needs of teachers.
Expeditious handling by Ministry of school related matters.
Closer supervision by Ministry of the implementation, monitoring
and evaluation of programs.
A less aggressive/authoritarian posture by the Ministry in
dealing with schools.

INCLUDE

Thank you very much.

OMIT
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APPENDIX J
VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRICES FOR SOLUTIONS
WITH 2 AND 3 FACTORS
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VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX FOR 2 FACTOR SOLUTION
Factor Loadings
ictor 1
Factor 2
1
2
3
4
5

6
7

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

11
17
06
07
10
13
26
-02
34
19
-06
30
32
19
19
16
34
17
32
20
28
35
27
35
40
33
19
43
51
52
53
20
54
44

M
66
76
72
65
31

47
42

w
39
42
51
51
52
45
32
39
38
50
61

57
45
36
35
34
29
28

43
42
45
4T
43
50
47
42
39
04
30
17
10
13
27
26
32
17
18

Items
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81

Factor Loadings
Factor 1
Factor
16
32
41
35
55
57
4S
65
68
72
27
68
71
65
54
33
38
46
33
23
50
30
46
52
39
33
46
56
54
51
40
37
48
30
36
25
33
46
61
35
39

04
34
24
35
34
24
15
25
30
29
03
30
17
28
36
20
38
23
19
31
32
29

M
49

52
31
20
38
36
34
51
48
33
44
34
47
50
30
53
09
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VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX FOR 3 FACTOR SOLUTION
Items
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
13
14
15
16
17
18

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

36
37
38
39
40

NOTE:

Factor 1
18
07
12
11
23
24
24
02
14
24
02
17
23
30
40
35
27
35
35
29
56
43
53
50
50
44
48
48

TJ5
21
28
13
17
27
27
25
32
31
22

Decimals are omitted.

Factor Loadings
Factor 2
10
21
08
09
06
11
25
03
37
15
-02
35
19
16
05
26
11
23
09
21
18
15
20
26
19
08
31
39
41
48
14
56
41
42
64

75
69
59
27

Factor 3
46
51
51

IT
36
47
50
66
52
24
47
56

5i2
52
27
23
25
20
13
17
16
24
21
19
20
31
28
23
21
-02
19
19
06
04
25
25
27
08

11

Loadings of .39 and over are underlined.

Factor 1
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65

66
67

68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81

DTE:

Factor Loadings
Factor 2

05
30
24
35
42
35
24
18
29
33
18

21
08
42
38
34
49
51

^0
55
52
37
57
£9
60
50
45
33
52
52
41
5F
53
40
49
42
55
47
22
33
06

Decimals are omitted.
underlined.

15
26
37
27
46
49

s
67
65
SS
22
67
75
56
47
23
24
29
20
04
35
20
30
32
21
20
34
49
40
36
30
21
35
19
22
13
17
36
61
31
41

Factor ;
04
25
18
22
19
12
07
28
26
23
-05
16
26
14
24
05
16
-03
-02
00
07
12
17
16
17
31
11
09
16
12
17
26
26
14
22
14
22
33
30
46
12

Loadings of .39 and over are

